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PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule .x:xn, ~titions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

476. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
Mllltary Order of the World Wars, Washing
ton, D.C., relative to retaining the current 
authorized strengths of the National Guard 
and Reserve, including Civil Affairs Army Re
serve units; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

477. Also, petition of the Mllltary Order of 
the World Wars, Washington, D.C., relative to 
maintenance of the Selective Service Sys
tem; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

478. Also, petition <Yf the M111tary Order of 
the World Wars, Washington, D.C., relative 
to the national defense and internal security 
of the United States; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs: 

479. Also, petition of the Greek Teachers 
Association of New England, Boston, Mass., 
relative to Cyprus; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

480. Also, petition of the Mllltary Order of 
the World Wars, Washington, D.C., relative 
to enforcement of laws against treason, sedi
tion, espionage, and subversion; to the Com
mittee on Internal Security. 

481. Also, petition of the Military Order of 
the World Wars, Washington, D.C., relative 
to internal security; to the Committee on 
Internal Security. 

482. Also, petition of the Board of Direc
tors, Kiamichi Economic Development Dis
trict and the Kiamichi Comprehensive 
Health Planning Council, Wilburton, Okla., 
relative to the National Health Policy, Plan
ning, and Resources Development Act; to the 
Committee on Interstate a.nd Foreign Com
merce. 

483. Also, petition of the American Bar 
Association, Chicago, Ill., relative to the use 
of joint hearings by the House and Senate 
on the nomination of Nelson A. Rockefeller 
to be Vice President of the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

484. Also, petition of the Mllitary Order of 
the World Wars, Washington, D.C., relative 
to the right to bear arms; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

485. Also, petition of the M111tary Order of 
the World Wars, Washington, D.C., relative 
to the celebration of Washington's birthday 
on February 22; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

486. Also, petition of the M111tary Order of 

the World Wars, Washington, D.C., relative to 
designating November 11 as Veterans Day; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

487. Also, petition of the M111tary Order of 
the World Wars, Washington, D.C., relative to 
restoration of the citizenship of Gen. Rob
ert E. Lee; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

488. Also, petition of the Mllitary Order of 
the World Wars, Washington, D.C., relative to 
prohibiting the operation of Marxist schools; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

489. Also, petition of the Student Senate, 
Florida Technological University, Orlando, 
Fla., relative to support for President Gerald 
Ford; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

490. Also, petition of George Nicholas, Mi
ami, Fla., relative to arrest and conviction 
records of persons found innocent of crimes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

491. Also, petition of the Tennessee Law 
Enforcement Officers' Association, Chatta
nooga, Tenn., relative to legislation dealing 
with security and privacy issues affecting the 
law enforcement community; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

492. Also, petition of the City Commission, 
Fulton, Ky., relative to continuation of gen
eral revenue sharing; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

SENATE-Wednesday, September 11, 1974 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by Hon. WALLACE F. BEN
NETT, a Senator from the State of Utah. 

PRAYER 

President Spencer W. Kimball, Church 
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, of
fered the following prayer: 

our Father which art in heaven, hal
lowed be Thy name. We meet this day 
with the Members of the Senate of the 
United States of America. We are grate
ful for this assembly of men of influence 
and strength, and vision and understand
ing, who are the choice of Thy people, 
entrusted to speak for them. Our Father, 
please bless them richly. 

We are grateful for this vast land
the land of promise-named by Thee the 
choicest of all lands under heaven. We 
delight in this promised land with its 
extensive forests, its rich valleys and 
plains, its lifegiving rivers, and its moun
tains of grandeur and beauty and, above 
all, the people, Thy sons and daughters. 
Please, Father, let these leaders never 
forget their relationship to the people 
and their responsibility to Thee. Please 
endow them as was ancient King Solo
mon, whose personal life was wholly 
above reproach and whose interests were 
geared to the needs of his people. Thou 
didst give Solomon a wise and under
standing heart instead of long life or 
the praise of men. Father in Heaven, 
please give these men the wisdom of 
Solomon and the courage of Daniel. 

We pray also for the President of our 
beloved Nation. Enlighten him, inspire 
him, and bless him. Millions of eyes are 
upon him; countless prayers are offered 
for him. 

Let there come peace with righteous 
purpose, and let confidence be enthroned, 
and as this august body of Senators as
sembles for continued duty, let Thy rich 

blessings engulf them in their delibera
tions, and when they have been "weighed 
in the balance," as was Belshazzar of 
old, let them not be found wanting. 

Accept of our love and pledges of 
worthiness, and our gratitude for all Thy 
blessings this day. In the name of Jesus 
Christ. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. EASTLAND) . 

The legislative clerk read the following 
letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

washington, D.C., September 11, 1974. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate 
on official duties, I e.ppoint Hon. WALLACE F. 
BENNETT, a Senator from the State of Utah, 
to perform the duties of the Chair during my 
absence. 

JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. BENNETT thereupon took the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent that the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
September 10, 1974, be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that all committees may 

• 

be authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

PRESIDENT SPENCER W. KIMBALL, 
CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF 
LATTER-DAY SAINTS 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, we were 

privileged this morning to have the in
vocation in the Senate delivered by Pres
ident Spencer W. Kimball of the Church 
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 
This is a very significant event. I pay to 
President Kimball my respects and, I am 
sure, the respects of all the Members of 
this body. 

President Kimball is in Washington 
coincident with the opening of the new 
Mormon temple in this metropolitan 
area, and we are pleased that he could 
accept the invitation to deliver the in
vocation today. 

President Kimball is a great leader of 
a great people whose history is inter
twined with the history of this Repub
lic in many, many ways and whose posi
tion has changed over the years from 
one of opposition by the Federal Govern
ment to one of close association. I think 
this event today is recognition of the 
close allegiance paid by the members of 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints and its leadership and their un
swerving support of the Republic in 
which they live. 

So I pay my compliments to President 
Kimball today. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I do not 

know whether the minority has anyone 
who wishes to make any comments at 
this time. Apparently not. So I ask that 
we proceed, under the previous order that 
was entered, with the recognition of 
speakers at this time . 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen
ator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) is 
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum, with the time 
to be t aken from my time, to ascertain 
whether the Senator from Maryland is 
prepared to speak at this time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent thq,t the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
GovERN ) . Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 

previous order, the Senator from Mary
land <Mr. MATHIAS) is recognized for not 
to exceed 15 minutes. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that during the ses
sion of the Senate this morning, Mr. 
Quincy Rogers of my staff be permitted 
to be present on the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NEW CHALLENGE FOR SCIENCE 
AND TECHNOLOGY 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, it is 17 
years since sputnik shocked the Nation 
into an awareness of the challenges posed 
to our national security, to our role in 
outer space, and to our position of scien
tific leadership among the family of 
nations. 

We responded with a mobilization of 
our technological resources unequaled 
since the Manhattan project in World 
War II and the world bore witness to the 
results through the miracle of global 
communications as man set foot for the 
first time on the Moon. 

Today, we face new challenges that are 
no less formidable and indefinitely more 
complex and difficult to resolve. They 
relate to the future of our society and the 
quality of life we hope to obtain for our 
people. In a world grown almost totally 
interdependent they concern not only 
Americans but people everywhere. 

These challenges include the specter 
of widespread famine, already extending 
across vast reaches of one continent. 

They involve the deterioration of our 
environment-the land, the water, the 
air upon which our survival depends. 

They deal with the growing scarcity of 
basic raw materials and the need to find 
new energy sources. 

They relate to the national health, the 
decay of the cities, the modernization of 
transportation. 

They affect the strength of our econ
omy and the stability of our institutions. 

In brief, they touch on every aspect of 
modern civilization, and our ability to 

overcome these challenges depends in 
great part on the vitality of our science 
and technology. This is the purpose to 
which I have asked permission to address 
the Senate today, and this is the purpose 
for which I am introducing legislation 
today. 

We responded to the earlier challenge 
by bringing science and technology into 
the heart of Government policymaking 
and decisionmaking, making optimum 
use of the expertise and judgment avail
able to the Nation. Under President 
Eisenhower, the Office of Special Assist
ant to the President for Science and 
Technology was created. Dr. James R. 
Killian, Jr. , was the first man to occupy 
that post. The purpose was to make cer
tain that the response would be carried 
forward with urgency and momentum. 
Shortly after, the President's Science 
Advisory Committee was formed, and 
several years later, under President Ken
nedy, the Office of Science and Tech
nology was created, which was also a 
part of the Executive Office of the 
President. 

During these years and the ones that 
followed we saw a remarkable series of 
actions which can be traced directly to 
the new science and technology mecha
nisms. To mention a few: 

NASA was created as a civilian space 
effort. 

Major advances were made in the long
range ballistic missile program, and the 
acceleration of ballistic missile early 
warning capabilities. Other feasibility 
studies subsequently led to the atmos
pheric test ban treaty. 

The first comprehensive Government 
report was issued on the environment. lt 
became the guide for later policy deci
sions and legislation. 

A major study was made on the effec
tive use of the sea's resources, and an
other on the world food crop. They 
helped trigger national and world plan
ning in both areas. 

In 1971, the OST drafted the first 
Presidential message to the Congress on 
energy, although I now confess, with 
some regret, there was no adequate 
followthrough. 

These and other important develop
ments were set in motion by a group 
which seldom exceeded 25 full-time pro
fessionals, plus part-time consultants, 
operating on a budget that never rose 
much beyond $2 million annually. 

When we consider the magnitude of 
the present challenges, it is obvious we 
can do no less than was done during those 
dramatic years. We must, indeed, do far 
more-not only in evaluating problems 
but in developing action programs which 
lead to practical solutions. 

Yet over the past few years, the na
tional science and technology thrust has 
been critically weakened. The Nixon ad
ministration scrapped the machinery 
that supplied top-level advice to the 
White House for nearly 15 years. The Of
fice of Scientific Adviser to the President 
was abolished, and with it the President's 
Scientific Advisory Committee and the 
Office of Science and Technology. A total 
Federal research and development effort 

• 

involving approximately $20 billion in 
fiscal year 1975 is for all essential pur
poses without a central leadership or 
focus. This has been happening at a time 
when the Government should have been 
augmenting, not diminishing its research 
and development thrust. with an added 
emphasis on planning. 

These, and a spate of related develop
ments, have raised serious questions 
about our commitment-and our capac
ity-to meet the problems pressing in on 
us. 

Last fall. a committee of 23 presidents 
of scientific societies issued a warning 
that "without more top-level coordina
tion of Federal efforts in science and 
technology, solving problems such a.s en
ergy and food shortages would be diffi
cult." 

Robert W. Sarnoff. chairman of the 
board of the RCA Corp., recently noted a 
major decline in Government support for 
science and technology in the last 9 years, 
from more than 12 percent of the budget 
in 1965 to less than 6 percent in 1974. He 
said; 

Action is more often motivated by crises 
than by anticipated needs. Projects are 
hastily undertaken in a quest for swift re
sults rather than after studies to determine 
their feasibfiity .. . insufficient concern is 
shown for the future supply of scientists and . 
engineers, although many more wlll be 
needed •.. • 

I think it is only fair to add, Mr. Presi
dent, that I was very much impressed 
by a speech that Dr. Sarnoff gave on this 
subject recently at the Johns Hopkins 
University in Baltimore. 

William D. Carey, vice president ot 
Arthur D. Little, Inc., the noted manage
ment consultant firm, told the Commit
tee on Commerce of the Senate: 

We even lack meaningful information on 
what kinds of technology are stranded in the 
pipelines of industry and government, and 
what incentives are needed to move them 
along. 

Dr. Philip Handler, president of the 
National Academy of Sciences, has 
pointed out: 

There is no capab111ty within the White 
House for evaluating technical programs 
posed by the agencies . . . no place where 
individuals with technical expertise may be 
expected to integrate the multifaceted tech
nical problems of our time and thus avoid 
fragmented and possibly counterproductive 
approaches. . . . 

Dr. Robert C. Seamans, Jr., former 
Secretary of the Air Force, and president 
of the National Academy of Engineering 
has testified in Senate committee hear
ings that: 

The scientific and technical resources can 
and should be used more effectively and effi
ciently to solve critical domestic problems. 

These observations-and they are only 
a sampling-would seem to bear out Mr. 
Sarnoff's observation that "matters af
fecting the organization, staffing, financ
ing, and direction of the Nation's efforts 
in science and technology are still being 
treated piecemeal and by improvisation." 

I hope the Congress will agree that in 
the light of the challenges, the effort we 
are making is not good enough. We are 
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going to have to do more, and better, and 
with better planning. 

The bill I am introducing would create 
a "United States Science and Technology 
Board" as an independent mechanism of 
the executive branch. The Chairman, ap
pointed by the President with the advice 
and consent· of the Senate together with 
10 other Board members, would serve as 
science and technology advisor to the 
President, and also would be available to 
the Congress for advice and consultation. 

The functions of the Board basically 
would be as follows: 

First. To determine the major prob
lems likely to confront the United States 
in the next 25 years, and to establish 
priorities for their solution. 

Second. To determine whether and to 
what degree such problems can be re
solved or ameliorated through science 
and technology. 

Third. To ascertain what nontechno
logical factors could affect or be affected 
by any of the technological solutions. 

Fourth. To review, coordinate, and 
authorize all federally-financed nonde
fense research and development pro
grams in light of the priorities. 

Fifth. To stimulate new research and 
development where they are needed and 
where no existing operation, Government 
or private, can undertake the task. 

Sixth. To recommend to the Congress 
special incentives to private enterprise 
to undertake needed research and de
v~lopment, and to encourage private in
dustry to put the results to swift practi
cal use, and 

Seventh. To help coordinate research 
and development in and out of Govern
ment, and to review the coordination of 
domestic and foreign programs where 
they are international in character. 

The'"8 are several points to note about 
this bill. 

Most importantly, it would bring 
strength, coherence, purpose, and effec
tiveness to the management of science 
and technology at the highest levels of 
Government. 

It would undertake to bring planning 
and order to the many overlapping and 
duplicating research and development 
programs being conducted by separate 
agencies. There is no machinery that can 
do this now, and there must be selection 
and balancing within a budget that is 
not limited. 

The bill would guarantee that no pro
gram would be undertaken without the 
most thorough consideration of the non
tech"lolog;cal f~'~cto-r~--economic, social, 
psychological-and the effect the pro
grams might have on people and their 
ways of life. 

The presence on the Boq :rd of spe
ci~list5 in the sociql sciences would bring 
a broad perspective to bear on all these 
problems. 

It would not hesit'l te t.'J recommend 
the formation of new org<>nizations, and 
new forms of government-industry co
operation if this was demonstrated to be 
the best way of getting the job done. We 
might see other NASA's and Comsats if 
they proved to be the best way of han
dling a problem. 

The Science and Technology Board 
would not attempt to overwhelm or 
edge out the outstanding research and 
development efforts of private industry. 
On the contrary, it would seek realistic 
incentives to bring them into greater 
play, and to bring the new products and 
services onstrea:m in the fastest pos
sible time. 

There are several further points to 
note about the Science and Technology 
Board. 

This proposal grows out of an ad
dress by Dr. Robert Sarnoff, given at the 
Johns Hopldns University, on February 
22, 1974. I was present when that speech 
was given and was persuaded by the ar
guments for better scientific planning 
which he advanced on that occasion. I 
have conferred with hin: about the 
means to achieve such planning and the 
bill I introduced today is the result of 
these discussions and discussions with 
other knowledgeable people. 

I offer this bill today not in the belief 
that it provides the last word on the 
structure which should be established 
for coordination of our national science 
effort. Instead, I hope that it will pro
vide a further basis for discussion, to 
add to that which is already taking place 
in the House and Senate. 

I am also ·mindful that in offering this 
legislation. I am in effect making a rec
ommendation to President Ford about 
the way in which his channels of advice 
on scientific matters should be estab
lished. I do so in the spirit of the open
ness that he has established as the policy 
of his administration. I do so in the belief 
that the opening of dialog at this time, 
in the Senate, in the House, in the admin
istration, and in the scientific commu
nity, will yield the best solution to the 
problems of scientific planning. 

:: wish to note also my belief that in
evitably the proposed Science and Tech
nology Board should reassume the func
tions turned over to the National Science 
Foundation when the previous science 
and technology structure was dismantled 
by the administration. The NSF has given 
admirable service to the tasks it was 
originally created to carry out--namely, 
to encourage scientific excellence in the 
area3 of basic and early applied research. 
It should not be placed in the untenable 
position of having to pass value judg
ments on other agencies with whom it 
may be competing in programs and fund
ing, and when NSF itself is on a level 
with the others. 

I have left open the question of the 
relationship of this Board to the Office 
of Management and Budget in determin
ing the actual funding of all Government 
agency programs. On the basis of its ex
pertise. and in the light of national prior
ities And needs, the Science and Technol
ogy Board would h:::~ve the initial respon
sibility for authorizing the research and 
development programs submitted to it by 
the other agencies. It would then present 
its authorizations to OMB for budgetary 
approval, under the legislation I propose. 
But this system could change if President 
Ford develops new structures for budget
ary control. 

To mention OMB is, of course, to recall 
that science, like so many other elements 
of our society, will be competing in com
ing years for scarce Federal dollars. 
President Ford has announced his in
tention to balance the Federal budget by 
next year. It is inevitable that some na
tional efforts will have to be postponed. 
This increases the importance of the 
careful planning that would be the task 
of the proposed Board. 

Scientific research and development 
must and will go on. In an address to 
the American Philosophical Society in 
1938, Karl Taylor Compton said: 

Science really creates wealth and oppor
tunity which did not exist before. 

Increased productivity, I submit, is 
the real answer to inflation and science 
must be a major contributor. 

A wide-ranging study of science and 
technology in Presidential policymak
ing, published this summer by a distin
guished group of physical and social sci
entists under the chairmanship of Dr. 
Killian, concluded with this thought: 

We live in a century of science and tech
nology, driven by man's situation and his 
aspirations, and we are moving toward a 
future of more science and technology. What 
we have sought to promote ... is one means, 
among many means that will be necessary, 
to make science, technology, and engineering 
more responsive to human needs. 

I introduce this bill in the hope that 
it will help us become responsive to hu
man needs an_d that it will move us closer 
to the Nation's goals in this regard. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the full text of the bill 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the REcORD, as 
follows: 

s. 3980 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That this Act may 
be cited as the "United States Science and 
Technology Board Act." 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

SEc. 2. (a) It is the purpose of this Act 
to establish a United States Science and 
Technology Board for the purpose of con
solidating in one governmental unit respon
sibility for 

(1) determining the most critical long
range problems facing the nation, including 
but not limited to, the social, economic, en
vironmental and resources areas; 

(2) evaluating the potential contributions 
of science and technology to the solution of 
such long-range problems; 

(3) measuring the probable scope, inten
sity, and duration of such problems and es
tablishing time scales and priorities for cop
ing with them; 

(4) establishing optimum levels of funding 
of all federally-financed nondefense re
search and develcpment programs in the 
context of the time scales and priorities es
tablished; 

( 5) reviewing and authorizing all federally 
financed rondefense re~earch an d develop
ment programs; and 

(6) iPsuri11 g the c "ordination of scientific 
and technological efforts in the United States 
and with the scientlfic and technological 
efforts of other nations. 

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE BOARD 

SEc. 3. (a) There is established as an in
dependent establishment of the executive 
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branch of the Government the United States 
Science and Technology Board (hereinafter 
in this Act referred to as the "Board"), which 
shall be composed of eleven members who 
shall be appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
from among distinguished individuals in gov
ernment, industry, and the academic com
munity who are experienced in the practice 
and management of basic science, applied re
search, the principal engineering disciplines, 
and such social sciences as economics and 
sociology. The membership of the Board 
should reflect the broadest possible balance 
of experience in these fields. Not more than 
six members of the Board shall be members 
of the same political party. The President 
shall select one of the members to serve as 
Chairman of t:he Board, and the member so 
selected shall serve as Chairman for the dura
tion of his term of appointment as a mem
ber. 

(b) The Chairman of the Board shall serve 
as Science and Technology Adviser to the 
President, shall be a member of the Domes
tic Council, and shall be available to Congress 
for advice and consultation. 

(c) Members of the Board shall serve for 
terms of four years, except that--

( 1) the members first taking office shall 
serve as designated by the President at the 
time of appointment, three for a term of four 
years, three for a term of three years, three 
for a term of two years, and two for a term. 
of one year; and 

(2) any member appointed to fill a va
cancy occurring before the expiration of the 
term for which his predecessor was appointed 
shall serve for the remainder of such term. 

(d) Each member of the Board shall be 
compensated at the rate provided for GB-18 
under section 5332 of title 6 of the United 
States Code. 

(e) Vacancies in membership of the Board 
as long as there are six members in office 
shall not impair the powers of the Board to 
execute the purposes, functions, and powers 
of the Board. Six members of the Board shall 
constitute a quorum for the transaction of 
business. 

(f) Vacancies in membership of the Board 
shall be filled in the same manner in which 
the original appointment was made. 

(g) Members of the Board shall have no 
other employment, publ1c or private, during 
their tenure as members. 

FUNCTIONS 

SEC. 4. (a) It shall be the function of the 
Board-

(1) to determine by measurement and an
alysis the major problems likely to confront 
the United States, including, but not limited 
..o, the social, economic, environmental, and 
esources areas, in the year of enactment of 
\his Act and the 25 years thereafter, and to 
stabl1sh priorities for the solution of such 
roblems; 

(2) to review and update annually the 
malysis of each such problem; 

(3) based on the analysis of such problems, 
to determine whether, and to what degree, 
such problems are susceptible to solution or 
amelioration through the application of sci
ence and technology; 

( 4) to ascertain which Federally funded 
programs already in existence contribute to 
the solution of such problems; 

( 5) to keep informed of research and de
velopment programs related to the national 
defense which are of potential value to the 
civllian sector and to encourage, consistent 
with national security, civilian appllcation 
of any such developments; 

( 6) to initiate systems studies to determine 
the non-technical factors that may atiect 
or would be affected by any proposed tech
nological or scientific solution to any such 
problem; 

(7) to review all Federally-financed non-

defense research and development programs 
and to approve or disapprove the inclusion 
of each such program in the appropriate sec
tion authorization; 

(8) to establish optimum levels of fund
ing for research and development programs 
for the purpose of establishing a balanced 
approach to solving such problems based on 
the priorities established by the Board, and 
to advise the appropriate Government 
authorities on allocation of such funds; 

(9) to stimulate, where appropriate, the 
initiation of research and development pro
grams and, when the Board determines that 
no existing public or private research opera
tion is capable of developing and operating 
a major research and development program, 
to recommend the establishment of a special 
organization for such purpose; 

(10) to recommend to the Congress spe
cial incentives to encourage private industry 
to enter into needed research and develop
ment activities and to encourage private in
dustry to put into use important technologi
cal developments as quickly and widely as 
possible; 

( 11) to determine the degree of coordina
tion of the research and development efforts 
among the various departments and agencies 
of the Government, private industry, and 
academic institutions and to foster coordina
tion of such efforts; and 

( 12) to foster and review the coordination 
of domestic and foreign research and devel
opment efforts relating to problems of an 
international character. 

POWERS OF THE BOARD 

SEc. 5. (a) The Board may delegate any 
of its functions to officers and employees of 
the Board as the Board may designate, may 
authorize such successive redelegations of 
such functions as it may deem desirable, and 
may make such rules and regulations as may 
be necessary to carry out its functions. 

(b) Subject to such rules and regulations 
as may be adopted by the Board, the Board 
shall have the power-

(1) to appoint and fix the compensation 
of an executive director and such additional 
personnel as it deems necessary; and 

(2) to procure temporary and intermittent 
services to the same extent as is authorized 
in section 3109 of title 5, United States Code, 
but at rates not to exceed $100 a day for 
individuals. 

(c) The Board is authorized-
(!) to accept donations of services; 
(2) to utilize on a reimbursable basis the 

services, equipment, personnel, and facilities 
of any other department or agency of the 
United States; and 

(3) to take such other action as may be 
necessary to carry out the functions of the 
Board. 

(d) The head of each department, agency, 
and independent instrumentality of the 
United States shall cooperate with the Board 
to the fullest extent consistent with the law 
in the carrying out of its functions under 
this Act. 

REVIEW OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMS 

SEc. 6. (a) Within 6 months after the 
designation of long-term problems facing 
the United States and the establishment of 
priorities for dealing with such problems by 
the Board under this Act, the head of each 
department, agency, and independent in
strumentality of the United States having 
authority to support research and develop
ment activities shall submit to the Board 
for its review and approval all Federally
financed non-defense research and develop
ment programs. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, no such program shall be 
included by any such authority in its alloca
tion of funds or its budget requests after 
such date unless the Board has reviewed 
each program and made a determination 
thereon. 

REPORTS 

SEc. 7. (a) In addition to any report re
quired to be prepared by the Board, the 
Board shall prepare and submit to the Presi
dent and the Congress not later than Jan
uary 1, 1976, and annually thereafter, a report 
on the technological state of the Nation. 

(b) The Board may issue such special and 
supplementary reports as it deems necessary 
to describe the nature and status of the 
long-range problems facing the Nation and 
recommend appropriate measures for Gov
ernment and private action. 

COMPENSATION OF EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

SEc. 8. Section 5316 of title 6, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(132) Executive Director, United States 
Science and Technology Board." 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 9. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
GoVERN). The bill will be received and 
appropriately referred. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 

previous order, -~he Senator from Mon
tana (Mr. MANSFIELD) is recognized for 
not to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield back my time. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 

previous order, there will now be a period 
for the transaction of routine morning 
business of not to exceed 15 minutes, 
with statements therein limited to 5 
minutes. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk 

will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. it is so ordered. 

NEW APPROPRIATIONS-WAIVER 
OF RULE XXVI 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I note that the Committee on Ap
propriations shortly will report to the 
Senate the appropriation for Health. 
Education, and Welfare. That will be a 
tremendous piece of legislation, involv
ing some $35 billion. 

As I understand the rules of the Sen
ate, the normal procedure is for the re
port to be available to the Members of the 
Senate for 3 days before the legislation 
is called up. I understand also that un
der the rules the joint leadership could 
waive that 3-day requirement. 

I hope that the leadership will not 
waive the 3-day requirement in this case. 
I realize the great difficulties that the 
leadership works under, and I think the 
leadership has done a tremendous job, 
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an outstanding job, month in and month 
out and year in and year out, in handling 
the legislative work, and certainly I do 
not want to add in any way to the bur
dens of the already burdensome task that 
the leadership has. 

I ask the distinguished majority 
leader if, at this time, he can indicate 
whether there might be a waiver of that 
3-day rule. I think the legislation is so 
enormous, and so complex, and the 
amount of public funds involved is so 
great, that some of us, at least, need some 
time to study it before we would be in a 
position to vote on the measure. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, may I say in response 
to the distinguished Senator from Vir
ginia that the joint leadership does have 
that authority, but the joint leadership 
has never exercised it. 

It was hoped that, with the concur
rence of the Senate, it would be possible 
to take the HEW appropriation bill up 
tomorrow, but the Senator has made the 
case very well. It is a big bill, and the 
Senate is entitled to a study of the hear
ings, the report, and the bill itself. 

I ask the Senator, if it were made the 
pending business for Monday next, if 
that would be satisfactory. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Yes. May I 
say to the distinguished majority leader, 
I am assuming that the committee re
port would be available tomorrow, which 
then would give adequate time to study 
the report between now and Monday. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. We will make every 
effort to have it ready tomorrow. The bill 
is being marked up this morning, and I 
will bring the Senator's suggestion to the 
attention of the committee, so that ar
rangements may be made for the Gov
ernment Printing Office to expedite the 
work of its preparation. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I am grate
ful to the Senator from Montana. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
At 1 :30 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives by Mr. Hack
ney, one of its reading clerks, announced 
that the House insists upon its amend
ments to the bill (S. 3355) to amend 
the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Preven
tion and Control Act of 1970 to provide 
appropriations to the Drug Enforcement 
Administration on a continuing basis, 
disagreed to by the Senate; agrees to 
the conference requested by the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon; and that Mr. STAGGERS, 
Mr. RoGERS, Mr. SATTERFIELD, Mr. KYROS, 
Mr. DEVINE, Mr. NELSEN, and Mr. CAR
TER were appointed managers of the con
ference on the part of the House. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. BENNETT) laid before the Sen
ate the following letters, which were re
ferred as indicated: 
REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture 
t ransmitting, pursuant to law, a report en-

titled "The Location of New Federal omces 
and Other Faclllties" (with an accompany
ing repol't). Referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION BY THE DEPARTMENT 

OF AGRICULTURE 
A letter from the Under Secretary of 

Agriculture transmitting a. draft of proposed 
legislation to amend the Commodity Credit 
Corporation Charter Act of 1948, as amended 
(with accompanying papers). Referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
A letter from the Deputy Secretary of De

fense transmitt ing, pursuant to law, four re
ports of violation of section 3679, Revised 
Statutes, and of Department of Defense Di
rective 7200.1, "Administrative Control of 
Appropriations within the Department of 
Defense" (with accompanying papers). Re
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

REPORTS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
Four letters from the Comptroller General 

of the United States each transmitting, pur
suant to law, reports of the following titles: 
"Fundamental Changes Needed to Achieve a 
Uniform Government-wide Overseas Bene
fits and Allowances System for U.S. Em
ployees"; "Increasing World Food Supplies
Crisis and Challenge"; "Rescission of the 
Opium Poppy Growing Ban by Turkey"; and 
"Improved Government Assistance Can In
crease United States Share of Foreign Engi
neering and Construction Projects," (with 
accompanying reports) . Referred to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

PROPOSED FUNDING PROJECTS BY THE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Int erior transmitting, pursuant to law, 
descriptions of 26 projects tentatively se
lected for funding through grants (with 
accompanying papers). Referred to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
PROPOSED CONCESSION CONTRACT AT MAMMOTH 

CAVE NATIONAL PARK 
A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre

tary of the Interior transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a. copy of a. proposed concession con
tract under which Miss Green River Boat
Concession, Inc., wlll be authorized to con
tinue to provide sightseeing boat tours for 
the public visiting Mammoth Cave National 
Park (With accompanying papers) . Referred 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

REPORT BY THE FEDERAL ENERGY 
ADMINISTRATION 

A letter from the Administrator of the 
Federal Energy Administration transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a. report on the organiza
tional structure of the Federal Energy Ad
ministration including a brief description 
covering the prime responsiblllties of each 
office (with accompanying papers). Referred 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

REPORT OF THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 
OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 

A letter from the Chairman of the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a. report covering 
all persons employed by the Equal Employ
ment Opportunity Commission as of the end 
of fiscal year 1974 (with an accompanying 
report). Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

ORDERS OF THE IMMIGRATION AND 
NATURALIZATION SERVICE 

Two letters from the Commissioner of the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
orders suspending deportation, together with 
a. list of the persons involved (with accom
panying papers). Referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

REPORT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

A letter from the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a. report on the results 
of the 1974 survey conducted nation-wide 
to estimate the costs of construction of 
needed publicly owned wastewater treatment 
work (with an accompanying report). Re
ferred to the Committee on Public Works . . 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS 

IN BALTIMORE, Mo. 
A letter from the Administrator of Gen

eral Services transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a prospectus proposing construction of two 
Federal buildings in the metropolitan area 
of Baltimore, Md. (with accompanying pa
pers). Referred to the Committee on Publio 
Works. 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF A PUBLIC BUILD• 

ING IN NORFOLK, VA. 
A letter from the Administrator of Gen

eral Services transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a. prospectus proposing construction of a 
Federal omce bullding in Norfolk, Va.. (with 
accompanying papers). Referred to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

PETITIONS 
Petitions were laid before the Senate 

and referred as indicated: 
By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore (Mr. BENNETT) : 
A joint resolution adopted by the Congress 

of Micronesia.. Ordered to be laid on the 
table: 

"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE FD"l'H 
CONGRESS OF MICRONESIA 

"(A House Joint Resolution commending 
the Honorable Senator Alan Bible for his 
work in behalf of the people of Micronesia, 
congratulating him upon his retirement, 
wishing him success in the future, and in
viting him to visit Micronesia at any time 
in the future.) 

"Whereas, under the administration of 
Micronesia. by the United States of America 
one of the major sources of encouragement 
and assistance for the people of Micronesia 
has been the Congress of the United States: 
and 

"Whereas, this support has been not only 
in terms of financial assistance, but also 1n 
terms of empathy, understanding, and con
cern by its members for the future of Micro
nesia and its people; and 

"Whereas, the people of Micronesia. have 
come to understand that many members of 
the House and Senate of the U.S. Congress 
have truly become "friends of Micronesia" 
through their visits to our islands and by 
virtue of their efforts and sympathies in 
helping to initiate and foster a better life 
for our people; and 

"Whereas, the Honorable Alan Bible, Dem
ocrat of Reno, Nevada, by November 1, 1974, 
wlll have completed 20 years of distinguished 
service in the United States Senate, during 
which time he has served his constituents 
admirably; and 

"Whereas, Senator Bible has also served 
as Chairman of the Senate Interior Subcom
mittee of the Committee on Appropriations 
since January, 1969, and during that time 
has also served his unofficial "constituency" 
in Micronesia. well; and 

"Whereas, Senator Bible has always shown 
a. personal interest and concern in the af
fairs of the Trust Territory and particularly 
in the well-being a.nq future of the islands 
and people of Micrones1a.; and 

"Whereas, the Congress of Micronesia has 
learned the unfortunate news that Senator 
Bible intends to retire and wlll not seek re
election to the 94th Congress of the United 
States; and 
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"Whereas, it is the sense of the Congress of 

Micronesia that Senator Bible ought to be 
commended for the kindness, courtesy, and 
wisdom with which he has assisted the peo
ple of Micronesia during the past several 
years; now, therefore, 

"Be it resolved by the House of Representa 
tives, Fifth Congress of Micronesia, J:c,irst 
Special Ses3ion, 1974, the Senate concurring, 
that the Honorable Senator Alan Bible be and 
h e is hereby commended for his past work on 
behalf of the people of Micronesia; and 

"Be it further resolved that he is con
gratulated upor.. his retirement from the 
United States Congress and extended the best 
wishes of the Congress of Micronesia for every 
success and happiness in his future endeav
ours , and also extended a standing invitation 
to visit Micronesia at any time in the future; 
and 

"Be it further resolved that certified copies 
of this House Joint Resolution be transmitted 
to the Honorable Senator Alan Bible, to the 
Chairman of the Senat e Committee on Ap
propriations, and to the President of the 
Senate of the United States Congress." 

A r esolution of the board of trustees of 
the Village of Bel-Ridge, Mo., in opposition 
to legalized abortion. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted : 
By Mr. McGEE, from the Committee on 

Post Office and Civil Service, without amend
ment: 

s. Res. 394. A resolution disapproving the 
alternative plan for pay adju stments for 

· Federal employees (Rept. No. 93-1141). 
By Mr METCALF, frcm the Committee on 

Government Operations with an amend
ment: 

S. 3341. A bill to revise certain provisions 
of title 5, United States Code, relating to 
per diem and mileage expenses of employees 
and other individuals traveling on official 
business, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
93-1142). 

By Mr. McGEE, from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, with amend
ments: 

s. 2022. A bill to provide increased em
ployment opportunity by executive agencies 
of the U.S. Government for persons unable 
to work standard working hours and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 93-1143). 

By Mr. METCALF, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend
ment: 

H.R. 10626. An act to authorize the Sec
retary of the Interior to sell reserved phos
phate interest of the United States in cer
tain lands in Florida to John Carter and 
Martha B. Carter (Rept. No. 93-1144). 

By Mr. WILLIAMS, from the Committee 
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, with 
amendments: 

s. 2474. A bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 as amended, to pro
vide for the regulation of brokers, dealers, 
and banks trading in municipal securities, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 93-1145). 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 15580. An act making appropriations 
for the Departments of Labor and Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and related agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 93-1146l. 

By Mr. HRUSKA, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. Con. Res. 87. A concurrent resolution 
recognizing the centennial anniversary of 
the University of Nevada (Rept. No. 9301147). 

H.J. Res. 910. A joint resolution asking the 
President of the United States to declare the 
fourth Sunday of September 1974, "National 

, 

Hunting and Fishing Day" (Rept. No. 93-
1148). 

H.J. Res. 1070. A joint resolution authoriz
ing the President to proclaim the period of 
September 15, 1974, through October 15, 
1974, as "Johnny Horizon '76 Clean Up Amer
ica Month" (Rept. No. 93-1149). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, the following 
favorable reports of nominations were 
submitted: 

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

Philip c. Habib, of California, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of State; 

Shirley Temple Black, of California, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo
tentiary of the United StatE's of America to 
the Republic of Ghana; 

Kenneth Rush, of New York, to be Ambas
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to France; and 

John Sherman Cooper, of Kentucky, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotenti
ary of the United States of America to the 
German Democratic Republic. 

(The above nominations were reported 
with the recommendation that they be 
confirmed, subject to the nominees' com
mitment to respond to requests to appear 
and testify before any duly constituted 
committee of the Senate.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first time 
and, by unanimous consent, the second 
time, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
s. 3980. A bill to establish the U.S. Science 

and Technology Board. Referred to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr. EAST
LAND, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. CURTIS, 
and Mr. BENNETT) : 

S. 3981. A bill to limit the jurisdiction of 
the Supreme Court of the United States and 
of the district courts to enter any judgment, 
decree or order, denying or restricting, as un
constitutional, voluntary prayer in any pub
lic school. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WEICKER: 
S. 3982. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to restrict the authority 
for inspection of tax returns and the dis
closure of information contained therein, 
a nd for other purposes. Referred to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. MciNTYRE (for himself and 
Mr. JAviTs): 

S. 3983. A bill to establish a Federal Domes
tic Development Bank to provide loans, loan 
guarantees, and technical assistance for the 
support and expam=ion of public facllities 
and private business operations in econom
ically depressed urban and rural areas of the 
United States, to promote competition and 
planned regional development, and to aid 
areas or businesses which are faced with 
technological obsolescence or which are 
otherwise in financial difficulties. Referred 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. ABOUREZK: 
S. 3984. A bill to designate the birthday of 

"Susan B. Anthony" as a legal public holiday. 
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: 
S. 3985. A bill to prohibit the shipment in 

interstate commerce of dogs intended to be 
used to fight other dogs for purposes of sport, 
wagering, or entertainment. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. BENTSEN: 
S. 3986. A bill for the relief of Guadalupe 

Villegas. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary 

By Mr. CURTIS: 
S. 3987. A bill to prevent importation of 

ectoparasites into the United States. Re
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

By Mr. BID EN: 
S. 3988. A blll to provide for the prepara

tion of State energy conservation programs 
through Federal and State cooperation and 
shared responsibility, and for other pur
poses. Referred to the Committee on Interior 
a nd Insular Affairs. ' 

By Mr. TAFT: 
S. 3989. A bill to assist local areas in 

obtaining reimbursement for construction 
of public waste treatment works con
structed prior to July 1, 1972. Referred to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. CHURCH: 
S. 3990. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide that the 
special minimum primary insurance amount 
thereunder shall be increased (in lllte man
ner as other benefits thereunder are in
creased) to take account of increases in the 
cost of living. Referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. MONDALE: 
S. 3991. A blll for the relief of Dr. Raul A. 

Cuestas-Gomez and wife Yolanda Cuestas. 
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOLE: 
S. 3992. A bill to ame~d section 403 of 

the Congress ional Budget Act of 1974 to 
require that all monetary bills reported for 
consideration by the House or Senate be 
accompanied by an inflationary impact 
statement, and for other purposes. Referred 
to the Committee on Government 
Operations. • 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
S. 3980. A bill to establish the United 

States Science and Technology Board. 
Referred to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

<The remarks of Mr. MATHIAs on the 
introduction of the above bill are printed 
earlier in the RECORD.) 

By Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr. 
EASTLAND, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
CURTIS, and Mr. BENNETT): 

S. 3981. A bill to limit the jurisdiction 
of the Supreme Court of the United 
States and of the district courts to enter 
any judgment, decree or order, denying 
or restricting, as unconstitutional, volun
tary prayer in any public school. Re
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk a bill which will allow the res
toration of the right to voluntary, nonde
nominational prayer in public schools 
without resorting to a constitutional 
amendment. 

The bill is cosponsored by the distin
guished chai:-man of the Judiciary Com
mittee, Mr. EASTLAND, the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina <Mr. THUR
MOND) a member of the Judiciary Com
mittee; the distinguished Senator from 
Nebraska <Mr. CuRTIS); the di~tin
guished Senator from Utah <Mr. BEN
NETT), and there will be other cospon
sors later today and in the enusing day. 

Mr. President, more than 10 years have 
passed since the Supreme Court outlawed 
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prayers in the public schools. In 1962, in 
the case of Engel against Vitale, the 
Court ruled that the State of New York 
had violated the Constitution by allowing 
public school children to recite a non
denominational prayer at the beginning 
of each day. The decision was greeted by 
an outpouring of criticism from the vast 
majority of the American people, includ
ing Members of Congress and many 
constitutional lawYers. 

In the years since then, many of us 
have sought to reverse the Court's deci
sion through the adoption of a constitu
tional amendment. But our efforts have 
not been successful. At this very moment, 
Senate Joint Resolution 84 is before the 
Senate Judiciary Committee. This resolu
tion proposes an amendment to the Con
stitution that would prohibit the States 
and the Federal Government from 
abridging the right of the American peo
ple to participate in voluntary prayer in 
public schools and public buildings. I am 
one of 22 cosponsors who favor this res
olution, Mr. President, but I am also 
aware of the fact that this proposal has 
been before the committee for more than 
a year. The amendment process is time 
consuming and exceedingly difficult. The 
time has come to consider an alternative 
means of dealing with this problem. 

Fortunately, the Constitution provides 
this alternative under the system of 
checks and balances. In anticipation of 
judicial usurpations of power, the 
framers of our Const itution wisely gave 
Congress the authority, by a simple ma
jority of both Houses, to check the 
Supreme Court through regulation of its 
appellate jurisdiction. Section 2 of article 
III states in clear and precise language 
that the appellate jmisdiction of the 
Court is subject to "such exceptions, and 
under such regulations, as the Congress 
shall make." 

Permit me to point out, Mr. President, 
that Congress has exercised this power 
on numerous occasions, since the earliest 
days of the Republic. In the well-known 
case of ex parte McCardle, decided in 
1868, Congress even went so far as tore
peal an act, which had authorized Mc
Cardle to appeal to the Supreme Court, 
after the Court had already heard argu
ment in the case. The Court promptly 
dismissed the case for want of jurisdic
tion. Speaking for a unanimous Court, 
Mr. Justice Davis declared: 

We are not at liberty to inquire into the 
motives of the legislature. We can only ex
amine into its power under the Constitution; 
and. the power to make exceptions to the 
appellate jurisdiction of this court is given 
by express words. 

The principle laid down in the Mc
Cardle case has been reaffirmed many 
times by the Court in subsequent cases 
down to the present. As the Court ob
served in the Francis Wright case of 
1882-

While the appellate power of this Court 
extends to all cases within the judicial power 
of the United States, actual jurisdiction 1s 
confined. within such limits as Congress sees 
fit to describe. What these powers shall be, 
and. to what extent they shall be exercised, 
are, and. always have been, proper subjects of 
legislative control. 

CXX--193'7-Part 23 

In the words of the late Mr. Justice 
Frankfurter-

congress need not give this Court any 
appellate power; it may withdraw appellate 
jurisdiction once conferred and it may do so 
even while a case is sub judice. (National Mu
tual Ins. Co. against Tidewater Transfer Co., 
1948). 

Not once in its history, Mr. President, 
has the Supreme Court departed from 
this principle or suggested that there are 
any limitations to Congress' control over 
the Court's jurisdiction. Indeed, the Con
stitution itself admits to no limitations. 

For this reason, I am introducing to
day a bill which would limit the appel
late jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, 
and the original jurisdiction of Federal 
district courts, in actions relating to the 
recitation of prayers in public schools. 
This bill states simply that the Federal 
courts shall not have jurisdiction to enter 
any judgment, decree, or order, denying 
or restricting, as unconstitutional, vol
untary prayer in any public school. 

The purpose of this bill is to restore 
to the American people the fundamental 
right of voluntary prayer in the public 
schools-and I stress the word volun
tary, Mr. President. No individual should 
be forced to participate in a religious ex
ercise that is contrary to his religious 
convictions, and the bill takes cognizance 
of this cherished freedom. At the same 
time, the bill seeks to promote the free 
exercise of religion by allowing those who 
wish to recite prayers-and they are the 
vast majority of our citizens-to do so, 
with or without the blessings of Govern
ment. 

As many critics of the Engel decision 
have correctly observed, the free exercise 
of religion was actually denied in that 
case. As you will recall, no individual was 
compelled to recite the nondenomina
tional prayer, and dissenters were allowed 
to execuse themselves from the class
room. But the remaining students were 
denied the freedom to participate in the 
recitation of the prayer. The conclusion 
is inescapable, Mr. President, tha.t in En
gel against Vitale, the Supreme Court, 
in effect, gave preference to the dissent
ers and at the same time violated the 
establishment clause of the first amend
ment by establishing a religion-the re
ligion of secularism. Public school chil
dren are a captive audience. They are 
compelled to attend school. Their right 
to the free exercise of religion should not 
be suspended while they are in attend
a.-nee. The language of the first amend
ment assumes that this basic freedom 
should be in force at all times and in all 
places. I respectfully urge my fellow col
leagues in the Senate to join me in sup
porting this bill and restoring the free 
exercise of religion to its full constitu
tional status. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of the bill which I have in
troduced be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the blll was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: · 

s. 3981 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 

chapter 81 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new section: 
"§1259. Appellate jurisdiction; limitations 

" (a) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
sections 1253, 1254, and 1257 of this chapter 
the Supreme Court shall not have jurisdic
tion to review, by appeal, writ of certiorari, 
or otherwise, any case arising out of any State 
statute, ordinance, rule, regulation, or any 
part thereof, or arising out of any Act inter
preting, applying, or enforcing a State 
statute, ordinance, rule, or regulation, which 
relates to voluntary prayers in public schools 
and public buildings.". 

(b) The section analysis at the beginning 
of chapter 81 of such title 28 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
item: 
"1259. Appellate jurisdiction; limitations.". 

SEc. 2. (a) Chapter 85 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 
"§ 1363. Limitations on jurisdiction 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the district courts shall not have juris
diction of any case or question which the 
Supreme Court does not have jurisdiction to 
r·eview under section 1259 of this title.". 

(b) The section analysis at the beginning 
of the chapter 85 of such title 28 is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new item: 
"1363. Limitations on jurisdiction.". 

SEc. 3. The amendments made by the first 
two sections of this Act shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act, except 
that such amendments shall not apply with 
respect to any case which, on such date of 
enactment, was pending in any court of the 
United States. 

Mr. THURMOND. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. HELMS. I am delighted to yield to 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I was 
pleased to join the able Senator from 
North Carolina in sponsoring this leg
islation. 

In my judgment, the Federal Govern
ment has been into the field of educa
tion long enough in operating the schools. 
The schools of America should be run by 
the local people, the local trustees, the 
people in each State, and I think the 
time has come when we should remove 
the entire field of education from the 
Federal Government. 

This will allow the States to set their 
own standards regarding prayers in pub
lic schools, as I construe it, is that cor
rect? 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is absolute
ly correct. 

Mr. THURMOND. In my judgment this 
would restore the right of public school
children to engage in voluntary prayers 
in public school buildings, without forced 
participation. 

In other words, the purpose of this leg
islation is to take the control of the 
schools back to the States of the Nation 
and back to the counties and the local 
communities where the schools are lo
cated. 

Mr. President, there is nothing so close 
to the hearts of the people and the hearts 
of the parents as the schools that their 
children attend. The children of the par
ents are their greatest assets and certain
ly they are interested, more than any
one else, in the schools. 

I think the time has come to end the 
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dictation and the control from Washing
ton over the schools of this Nation and I 
sincerely hope the Senate will consider 
this legislation most carefully and enact 
it as promptly as possible. 

I wish to commend the able Senator 
for his leadership and initiative in this 
important matter. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the able Senator 
from South Carolina, Mr. President, for 
his generous comments. He has always 
been at the forefront in the defense of 
the liberties of the people and in the 
defense of this great land. 

Now, we have a very vital principle at 
stake here. Furthermore, Mr. President, 
if we are to save the system of public 
education in this country, we must do 
everything possible to create renewed 
support and interest in the schools of the 
land. 

As it now stands, this is in a state of 
decline, thanks to the harassment of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare and the Federal courts. 

In my own State of North Carolina in 
the past 12 months Winston-Salem, For
syth County school system has elected 
to reject Federal funds because of an 
impossible order handed down by HEW 
with regard to remedial and special edu
cation classes for children. 

Facilities have been established for a 
great while for remedial education and 
simply because the arithmetic of the 
situation produces more black children 
with educational problems than white, 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare has taken the position that 
this statistical discrepancy is per se au
tomatically discriminatory. 

Well, what does HEW expect? To go 
out and find more children with prob
lems-white children, or red children, or 
yellow children-when they do not 
exist? 

It is such arbitrary, capricious med
dling by Federal bureaucrats which is 
ruining the system of public education in 
America. 

As for the prayer situation, this has 
caused distress throughout the land, not 
only in North Carolina, perhaps less in 
North Carolina than in some other 
States, though we have not had a court 
decision specifically directed at our 
State, so far as I know. 

But I think it is time, once and for all, 
Mr. President, to set the record straight, 
to show that Congress means what it 
says when all of us go out on the cam
paign trail and say we believe in the 
liberties of the people. 

If we really believe in the liberties of 
the people, then let us restore liberties 
of the people to the people. 

By Mr. WEICKER: 
S. 3982. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to restrict the au
thority for inspection of tax returns and 
the disclosure of information contained 
therein, and for other purposes. Referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 
PROTECTION OF THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF TAX 

RETURNS 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, in his 
recent speech granting a pardon to his 

predecessor, President Ford described the 
Watergate tragedy as "bad dreams that 
continue to reopen a chapter that is 
closed." While we all would wish to have 
Watergate behind us, Congress would be 
negligent if it did not examine the gaps 
in our laws which enabled the most pow
erful men in our Government to abuse 
the sacred trust granted them by the 
American people and move to close them. 
Unfortunately, the assorted corrupt acts 
and misuse of power which fit under the 
Watergate umbrella were not bad dreams. 
Congressional and judicial investigations 
have shown that they did happen. Today 
I am introducing legislation with Con
gressman JERRY LITTON, Democrat of 
Missouri, to prevent one crucial area of 
abuse from happening again-abuse of 
confidential income tax information. 

Of all abuses uncovered in the last 2 
years, none poses a greater threat to the 
principles of privacy and due process 
than misuse of personal income tax re
turns. The documented use of the Inter
nal Revenue Service as an intelligence 
body to derive information harmful to 
enemies of the Nixon administration and 
helpful to its friends flaunts the funda
mental principles on which our Govern
ment was founded. Attempts were made 
by high White House officials, with the 
apparent knowledge of President Nixon, 
to receive information from the Internal 
Revenue Service on his administration's 
enemies, to harass foes with tax audits 
and protect friends from such investiga
tion. The House Judiciary Committee in 
article II, subparagraph 2 of the Articles 
of Impeachment succinctly summarized 
the mass of information it had gathered 
against President Nixon in this area. It 
stated: 

He has, acting personally and through his 
subordinates and agents, endeavored to ob
tain from the Internal Revenue Service, in 
violation of the constitutional rights of citi
zens, confidential information contained in 
income tax returns for purposes not author
ized by law, and to cause, in violation of 
the constitutional righl;s o! citizens, income 
tax audits or other income tax investigations 
to be initiated or conducted in a discrimina• 
tory manner. 

In outlining some dozen areas of Nix
on's direct connection with possible 
criminal activity, Special Prosecutor 
Leon Jaworski included misuse of IRS 
information and trying to initiate IRS 
audits of White House "enemies" among 
the charges. 

The Nixon administration not only 
sought tax information to use against 
enemies but also legally sought to open 
tax returns of whole occupational groups 
for its inspection. Two Executive orders, 
Executive Order 11697 and Executive 
Order 11709 required the Treasury De
partment to turn over farmers' income 
tax returns to the Department of Agri
culture allegedly for statistical purposes. 
This directly threatened the privacy of 
3 million citizens and provided the model 
for similar orders directed against other 
occupational groups. 

After congressional hearings, the in
troducti9n of H.R. 10977 and other bills 
to prohibit such widespread invasions of 
taxpayers' privacy, and the recommen-

dations for repeal of the orders by the 
then Vice President Ford and the Domes
tic Council on Privacy, President Nixon 
belatedly repealed his earlier controver
sial orders. These orders, which left 
Federal bureaucrats free to rummage 
through income tax returns for statistical 
data obtainable from other sources and 
the attempted corruption of the audit 
procedures to harm enemies and help 
friends, have made us aware of how 
fragile is the privacy of our tax returns. 

At the heart of the problem is an anti
quated section of the Internal Revenue 
Code, section 6103, which makes our tax 
returns public records. We ask our tax
payers to voluntarily and freely report 
the most confidential aspects of their 
financial status in the belief that such 
information will not be used in a man
ner violative of their right of privacy. 
In effect, each of us for taxation pur
poses is waiving our fifth amendment 
rights. But our law invites abuse and 
misuse of this information by stating 
that, unless otherwise limited, tax re
turns are public records. The Commis
sioner of Internal Revenue, Donald C. 
Alexander, was right when commenting 
on section 6103, he told the House For
eign Operations and Government Infor
mation Subcommittee on August 3, 1973: 

I suggest that a better approach is pre
cisely the opposite: tax returns should be 
confidential and private, except as otherwise 
specified. · 

Justice Brandeis once stated: 
The most comprehensive of rights and the 

right most valued by civilized men is the 
right to be left alone. 

It is this right that is in danger of 
extinction. 

I am proud to introduce a bill to pro
tect the confidentiality of personal in
come tax returns and limit the use of 
these returns for purposes other than 
those for which they were intended. This 
bill would enact a new section 6103 of 
the Internal Revenue Code to provide: 

All returns made with respect to taxes 
imposed under any provision 1n this title are 
confidential records and no such return or 
any information contained therein shall be 
disclosed except as provided in this title. 

This bill is intended to limit use of in
come tax returns to the purpose for 
which the taxpayer intended them to be 
used-the reporting of his income for the 
purpose of assessing a tax against him. 
The only persons to whom this informa
tion can be divulged are the taxpayer 
himself, his authorized representative, 
officers and employees of the Internal 
Revenue Service and the Justice Depart
ment for enforcement of the Internal 
Revenue Code, State tax officials for the 
purpose of administering their tax sys
tem, the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation, and under the spot
light of public knowledge, the President. 

The President and Attorney General 
can obtain tax returns only upon written 
request specifying the taxpayer whose 
retum is to be inspected. The President 
must certify that he needs the retum in 
the performance of his official duties. The 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue would 
be required by this bill to issue a quar-
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terly report to the Joint Committee on 
Internal Taxation specifying the names 
of taxpayers whose returns are requested, 
the persons requesting them, and the 
dates requested so that Congress can pro
vide an additional check against the un
necessary invasion of tax return confi
dentiality. 

In the future, what a President does 
with a taxpayer's return will be known 
to the Nation. Thus, his constitutional 
powers are not restricted, but his ability 
to move in secret is. 

Upon request of head of any Federal 
department or agency or of the principal 
tax official of a State, the ms Commis
sioner may furnish certain statistical in
formation derived from tax returns, so 
long as the tax information does not dis
close the identity of any taxpayer or any 
return. This information so furnished 
must be compiled by the IRS itself for 
some reasonable fee. 

This legislation tightens congressional 
access to confidential tax returns. Under 
present law, specifically section 6103 (d), 
the Senate Finance Committee, House 
Ways and Means Committee and other 
select or joint congressional committees, 
as authorized by resolution, can obtain 
and inspect tax returns. 

Under this proposal only the Joint 
Committee on Internal Taxation will 
have the right to obtain from the ms 
individual tax returns. Any decision to re
quest data or inspect any return must be 
made by the entire committee, by a ma
jority vote with a quorum present. The 
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation may disclose statistical infor
mation, derived from tax returns, to 
other congressional committees in such a 
manner as to protect the identity of the 
taxpayer or any return. 

The Weicker-Litton measure would 
further amend section 7213 of the Jn
ternal Revenue Code, making the unau
thorized disclosure or receipt of tax in
formation a felony, punishable by fines 
up to $10,000 and/or imprisionment up to 
5 years. With this change, Government 
officials seeking to pry open confidential 
tax files for political or personal pur
poses would at least face stiff criminal 
penalties. 

There will be those Government agen
cies and congressional committees who 
protest that this legislation will prevent 
them from obtaining the information 
necessary to administer or enact laws, 
that their need to know overrides any 
privacy interest that may be involved. 

If an agency needs to know something 
that is contained in a tax return, why 
not ask the taxpayer directly? All in
formation in tax returns can be obtained 
by other legal means. Because the tax 
return makes bureaucratic investigation 
easier is not sufficient reason to skirt 
standard judicial remedies or de facto 
amend the Constitution. 

To rely on the surreptitious use of tax 
returns for nontax purposes may often 
result in an unknowing waiver by the 
taxpayer of his fifth amendment right 
against self-incrimination. That is ab
horrent to our sense of justice. It is also 
illegal. 

The bureaucratic insistence that tax 
returns must be public records so that 

agencies can know even more than the 
citizen intends them to know, threatens 
the stability of our tax system and thus 
the stability of government itself. The 
method in which taxpayers voluntarily 
comply with our tax laws and, in most 
cases, fully report their earnings is the 
envy of most other nations where dis
honesty is often the rule rather than the 
exception. 

If taxpayers become convinced that 
the confidential data they submit 
is being used for political purposes, 
how long will it be before taxpayers 
cheat? Widespread cheating would be 
beyond the capacity of our 13,000 revenue 
agents to control and our entire system 
of voluntary self-assessment could 
collapse. 

I urge prompt consideration and en
actment of this long overdue legislation. 
President Nixon's Executive order open
ing tax files of 3 million farmers was 
perfectly legal even though it shocked 
Congress. and the public. Earlier Execu
tive orders of other Presidents have 
legally made tax returns available to the 
Renegotiation Board, the Federal Trade 
Commission, the Department of Com
merce and the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. From the 72d 
Congress to the present, Congress has 
enacted no fewer than 47 resolutions au
thorizing regular and special committees 
to obtain tax returns. 

There will be those who will say that 
Watergate-type abuses of the tax system 
could never occur again because no . 
President would want to risk the result
ing outrage. To say this is to ignore the 
lesson of the painful period through 
which we are passing. We are a Govern
ment of laws and not of men. Congress 
can enact laws to protect the rights of 
our citizens. Congress cannot legislate 
good or bad judgment by Presidents of 
the United States. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that certain editorials stressing the 
need for enactment of this comprehen
sive legislation be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the section-by
section analysis of the Weicker-Litton 
b111, and the full text of the measure be 
printed following the printing of the 
editorials. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Sept. 1, 1974] 

PROTECTING TAX RETURNS 

During the impeachment hearings in July, 
many members of the House Judiciary Com
mittee exhibited particular dismay at evi
dence of White House abuse in the manipula
tion of Government agencies, especially the 
Internal Revenue Service. In the wake of 
those hearings, parallel consideration is be
ing given on Capitol H111 and in the executive 
branch to ways of guarding against future 
misuse of I.R.S. and its files. 

Congressional champions of individual 
privacy are pushing for stringent restraints 
against divulging the information taxpayers 
are required to furnish each year, but there 
are signs that the "need to know" syndrome Is 
starting to infect the executive branch's 
thinking. 

The current tax laws clearly provide in-

sufficient safeguards for the data stored in 
Internal Revenue Service computers. Essen
tially, the law regards all this information 
as being public unless otherwise specified. 
Under the law as it now stands, it was per
fectly lawful for former President Nixon to 
give the Department of Agriculture access to 
the tax returns of the country's three mil
lion farmers. The law also permits the Gov
ernor of any state access to the tax return of 
any corporation in or out of his own state. 

Legislation now being developed by Repre
tative Jerry L. Litton of Missouri and Senator 
Lowell Weicker of Connecticut would place 
narrow limits on access to information held 
by I.R.S. It would preserve taxpayer anonym
ity in the turning over of data. required by 
other agencies for legitimate statistical pur
poses. The aim of the Litton-Weicker pro
posal would be to make the information on 
tax returns private, unless otherwise speci
fied-a wise and desirable reversal of the 
thrust of existing law. 

To guard against excesses of the H. R. 
Haldeman-John Dean era. at the White 
House, the proposed legislation would limit 
tranSmission of tax-return data. to the White 
House to those instances where a person was 
being considered for an important Federal 
appointment. Even then the information 
would be confined to whether the individual 
had filed returns for the previous three 
years, whether there were tax delinquencies 
outstanding and whether investigations were 
1n progress. 

Current proposals circulating in the execu
tive branch would exclude the White House 
from any legislative restrictions. On top of 
that, several agencies are reportedly reluc
tant to give up their present access to I.R.S. 
files. The White House is considering placing 
a limitation on its own access by executive 
order. 

While there is room for argument that the 
projected Litton-Weicker restrictions on 
White House access are too stringent, their 
basic approach of including the President in 
an over-all program for curbing access is 
sound. The purpose of the tax return is to 
provide the I.R.S. with sufficient informa
tion to enforce the tax laws, not to open up 
an informational bonanza for any agency
including the White House-which can con
ceivably drum up some need to know inti
mate financial information about America's 
taxpayers. 

One of the best ways for President Ford 
to assure the country that the Watergate 
era is behind us is to support strict 11mita
tions .on the uses to which the Government 
puts the private information citizens are re
quired to hand over to the I.R.S. every Aprll. 

(From the Washington Star-News, 
Aug. 17, 1974] 

ACCESS TO TAX RETURNS 

An early order of congressiona.l business, 
in the aftermath of Watergate, certa.tnly 
ought to be legislation to tighten access to 
income tax returns. Evidence collected by in
vestigators showed clearly that the confi
dentiality of returns was violated and that 
the Nixon White House sought to use the 
Internal Revenue Service to harass polltical 
enemies. 

A member of the Senate Watergate Com
mittee, Lowell Weicker, and a freshman 
House member, Jerry Litton, deserve credit 
for taking the lead to get restrictive legis
lation on the books. Although their efforts 
have attracted many supporters, there seems 
to be an uncommon amount of footdra.gglng, 

Litton introduced a b111 almost a. year ago; 
it's stm lying around. A Welcker-sponsored 
amendment attached July 18 to a White 
House expense authorization btll stirred a 
Capitol Hlll tempest that st~ll hasn't been 
resolved. 

We1cker's amendment would have barrec:t 
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the IRS from giving tax returns to any execu· 
t ive branch official "other than the President 
upon his written request." It was knocked 
out in a House-Senate conference because 
of House resistance but the Senate refused 
to accept the conference report and asked 
for a new conference. 

In response to arguments that some execu· 
tive branch operations would be hampered 
u n duly by the amendment, particularly in 
the Census Bureau, Weicker agreed to nar· 
row the restriction to the White House staff. 
even that apparently is unacceptable to 
House conferees and it is not clear yet how 
the matter will be resolved. 

House Ways and Means Committee Chair· 
man Wilbur Mills has taken the position that 
his committee ought to go into the matter 
m ore t h oroughly and "develop comprehensive 
legislation." He said it is an issue that has 
concerned the committee for some time. If 
the committee is all that concerned, it is 
rather st range that it hasn't done anything 
up to now. 

Both Weicker and Litton recognize the 
n eed for comprehensive legislation, for there 
is more to this than just protecting tax re· 
t urns from prying eyes. There is need for a 
wide range of laws to prevent politicizing 
t he IRS. But there doesn't seem to be any
thing wrong with passing the simple Weicke:r 
amendment as a starter. There's no good rea· 
son why White House aides should be pok· 
ing around in individual tax returns. Passage 
of t h e amendment would serve notice that 
Congress does not intend to stand for this 
sort of thing, and that additional legisla· 
tion of a broader nature can be expected. 

And if the Weicker amendment does get 
lost in the legislative maneuvering, congres· 
sional leaders ought to see that Mills 
promptly makes good his promise to get bus:9 
on comprehensive legislation. 

IFrom the Sacramento (Calif.) Bee, Sept. 2, 
1974] 

CONFIDENTIALITY OF TAX RETURNS 
Something is very clearly awry when White 

House aides, or almost any official in the ex· 
ecutive bran ch of the federal government, 
can go poking around individual income tax 
returns. 

Eviden ce collected b v Watergate investi
gators show9d clearly the confidentiality of 
tax returns was violated again and again and 
that the Nixon White House sought t :) w =e 
the Internal Revenue Service to harass polit
ical enemies. 

US Sen. Lowell Weicker, R-Conn., and Rep. 
Jerry Litton, D-Mo., have been trying to do 
something about this unfortunate situation 
for quite awhile. 

Litt on in troduced a bill to tighten access 
to income tax returns almost a year ago. It is 
still kicking around the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

In July Weicker introduced an amendment 
to the White House Expense Authorization 
bill which would deny White House access to 
t ax return~ except in ca.'3es of a written re
quest by t h e president himself. 

The amendment was deleted in a confer· 
ence committee and the matter stm has not 
been resolved. Both men have combined their 
efforts and have introduced legislation which 
would sDecify that an individual's tax return 
is private and confidential unless otherwise 
specified in the law. At the present time tax 
returns are public record unless otherwise 
specified in the law. The law does specify 
confidentiality in many cases, but it is not 
strict enough. 

For example, White House aides were able 
to get newsman Daniel Schorr's tax returns 
on the basis he was being considered for fed· 
eral employment. 

The fact that under Richard Nixon those 
in the White House used the IRS to get at 

their enemies 1s enough to document the 
need. fe r compr~r.ensive legislat ion on the 
matter. 

There is more to all this than just pro
tecting tax returns from prying eyes. 

There is a need for a wide range of laws 
to prevent politicizing the IRS. 

The Weicker-Litton bill would be a good 
start. 

[From t he Norman (Okla.) Transcript, Aug. 
30, 1974] 

WATCHDOGGING IRS 
Most Americans have been dismayed by 

allegations that the Internal Revenue Serv
ice has been used as a powerful weapon 
aga!.nst polit ical enemies, so it seems natural 
enough that strong measures are emerging 
to curb Whit e House access to these confi
dential data. 

Citizens may never know the exact extent 
to which confidential data was handed over 
to the White House and/or for what purpose. 

Congressman Jerry Litton, a freshman 
Democrat from Missouri, became interested 
in the O;') ':!ration of t he IRS when a few days 
after being sworn into office he discovered a 
presidential e-xecutive order which sought to 
turn over quietly three mUlion tax returns 
to the executive branch. 

He int roduced at once a bill co-sponsored 
by more than 100 members of Congress which 
called for the revocation of this order. It 
was changed by the President and la ter, after 
continued pressure by Mr. Litton and others, 
was revoked. In the meantime, Treasury offi
cials and officials of the USDA admitted the 
order was a prototype of future such execu
t ive orders . 

Not many, we think, will disagree with 
the inten t of legislation proposed by Mr. Lit
ton and Sen. Lowell Weicker. Both are active 
in separate efforts to eliminate political and 
bureaucratic access to private information 
contained in an individual's tax return. 

Th eir joint proposal would seek to close 
all loopholes which currently make it pos
sible for the White House or various Federal 
agencies t o gain access to information on an 
individual's tax return. They hope to tie into 
the bill a demand that when such informa
tion is sou3ht it must be accompanied by a 
written request by the president. 

The Weicker-Litton bill will spell out that 
an individual's tax return is private and con
''ldent ial unless otherwise specified in the 
l<l.w. At the prerent time the law sJ.ys tax 
returns are public record unless otherwise 
s_;~e cified in the law. Their bill also will pro
vide !or a quick-check of individuals being 
consider ed for appointment to high execu
tiv~ or judicial posts. This check will show 
if an individual has filed an income tax re
tu!"n, is delinquent, or is under investigation. 

No other information on the individual will 
he provided the White House. This seeks to 
prevent the executive branch from getting 
an individual's tax return by saying the in
d ividual is under appointment consideration, 
as in the case of newsman Daniel Schorr 
who was subjected to comprehensive tax 
au dits while allegedly being considered for 
federal employment, although no one ever 
offered him a job. 

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED WEICKER/ 
LITI'ON BILL ON CONFIDENTIALITY OF TAX 
RETURNS 

SECTION 1 

Section one of the bill strikes section 
6103 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
as amended to date (hereafter, the Code), 
the current provision governing confiden
tiality of tax returns. It creates a new sec
tion 6103 with seven major subsections, 
identified as a., b, c, d, e, f, and g. 

Subsection a of the new section 6103 
would change the inherent character of the 

tax return. Under current law, tax returns 
are "public records." Further, t he current 
law grants the President the r ight t o det er
mine by Executive Order who shall be per
mitted inspection of such returns, although 
some persons and groups are authorized by 
statute. Under the new section this author
ization for the President to order inspec
tions is removed, and only those persons and 
groups authorized by statute to inspect re
turns may do so. In addition, subsection a 
provides returns will not be inspected nor 
information from returns disclosed except 
as provided. An exception from this strict 
prohibition against release of tax return data 
is made for anonymous statistical material 
from such returns, which the Commissioner 
is permitted to publish. 

Subsection b of new section 6103 adds a 
definition of "tax return " for the purposes 
of confidentiality. Under existing laws and 
regulations the term '•return" is not defined. 
Under the new bill it will be defined to cover 
only those documents filed by t h e taxpayer 
"under compulsion law, containing informa
tion necessary to determine Federal Tax 
liability." This would appear to include any 
att achments to the basic tax return from 
which might be required, but exclude any 
information gathered on the taxpayer or 
submitted voluntarily and not "under com
pulsion of law." 

Under subsection c CYf new section 6103 
there is contained a list of those persons and 
organizations permitted to inspect tax re
turns. While this is essentially done by reg
ulation and Executive Order under current 
law, t he new section 6103 makes such de
lineation statutory. The first group of persons 
entitled to inspect a taxpayer's returns are 
the taxpayer and his authorized representa
tive. Thereafter (in order of stautory list
ing, although implying no priority of en
titlement) the Internal Revenue Service and 
the Department of Treasury's officers and 
agents are given free inspection of returns, 
as are personnel on the Department of Jus
tice, but with reference only to cases re
ferred t o Justice by the Commissioner, with 
the condition that such inspection be for 
the purpose of enforcement or administra
tion CYf the Federal tax laws. The officers and 
employees Off the Department of Justice 
are also authorized to inspect returns for 
the purpose of enforcement or administra
tion of the Federal tax laws, but the At
torney General must make a written request 
for such returns naming the person whose 
return is sought. This will act to prevent the 
random inspection of masses of t9.x returns. 
In addition to these Federal Departments, 
the proposed section provides that any State 
tax bodies may inspect tax returns for the 
enforcement or administration of State tax 
laws. Here, too, there is a requirement that 
the principal tax officer of the State request 
such returns in writing and declare who is to 
inspect them. While the returns are to be in
spect ed only for the purpose of enforcement 
or administration of State tax laws, if the 
request so expresses in writing that such 1s 
the intent, the returns may be given to local 
officials of any subdivision of the State for 
administration or enforcement of local tax 
laws. 

The President of the United States cur
rently may receive any tax returns or data 
by Executive Order. Under the new section 
6103. subsection (c) (5), he shall be able to 
receive personally such information as here
quires only upon written request, specifically 
naming the taypayer whose return ls sought. 

Subsection c also requkes the Commis
sioner to make a quarterly report to the 
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa
tion concerning requests for tax returns. The 
report, to be made within 30 days after the 
close of each calendar quarter, must include 
a list of returns furnished the President. 
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State tax authorities, and the Department of 
Justice for cases not referred to it by the 
CommissiOner. The report must also include 
date of request and, in returns furnished 
Shtes, name of the requesting official. The 
Joint Committee may make such contents 
public to the degree it deems proper. 

Under the new section 6103 the Joint Com
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation as
sumes a new, broader role. Under existing law 
the Joint Committee, as well as the Ways and 
Means and Senate Finance Committees, are 
permitted access to all tax data and re
turns, subject only to the requirement of 
executive session reception of the data in 
certain cases. However, under the new bill, 
all tax returns must be received by the Joint 
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation 
and data. from those returns "in statistical 
form only without directly or indirectly iden
tifying any particular taxpayer" may be 
thereafter sent to any other committee or 
the whole of the House or Senate. Such ac
tions by the Joint Commission on Internal 
Revenue Taxation must be by a majority 
vote, a quorum being present. 

Subsection e governs the furnishing ot 
certain types of tax returns to certain spec
ified Federal bodies. The subsection states 
that both the Social SP.curity Administration 
and the Railroad Retirement Board may be 
furnished tax information with respect to 
income. Railroad Retirement and Social 
Security taxes. This does not materially alter 
existing law. 

Also under subsection 3, a provision is 
added providing all Federal departments, 
agzncies, commissions and any State tax 
authorities with tax statistical data, but 
preserving anonymity of the taxpayers con
cerned. Provision is also made for the charg
ing of a reasonable fee for such information. 

Subsection f of new section 6103 merely 
states that a certified copy of returns sought 
by authorized persons shall be furnished by 
the Commissioner at a reasonable fee. 

S bsectton g provide~=; for the Commis
sioner to furnish any inquirer information as 
to whether another person has filed a tax re
turn for a given year, but only as to that 
fact. 

SECTION 2 

Section two repeals 6106 of the Code, 
which provides for certain inspections 
of unemployment tax returns. Since such re
turns would appear to fall within the gen
eral definition of a "tax return" contained 
in subsection c of section 1, section 6106 
would appear to be deadwood. 

SECTION 3 

Section three changes the laws regarding 
the crime of unauthorized disclosure of tax 
return information. The bill would amend 
section 7213 of the Code, which governs the 
crimes of unauthorized disclosure of tax re
turn data, changing the penalty for such dis
closure to a felony from a misdemeanor. 
Furthermore, the former penalty of up to a 
$1,000 fine and up to one year in prison is 
changed to up to a $10,000 fine and up to five 
years in prison. The blll would also make the 
knowing receipt of unauthorized tax data a 
felony punishable by up to a $10,000 fine and 
five years imprisonment. 

SECTION 5 

Section five states that the amendments ot 
sections one and two shall be effective on the 
first day of the third month beginning after 
enactment, and the effective date of section 
three shall be the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

s. 3982 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the Untted States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION. 1. LIMITATION ON INSPECTION OF 
RETURNS AND DISCLOSURE OF 
INFORMATION. 

(a) Section 6103 of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 (relating to publicity of 
returns, etc.) is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 6103. Confidentially of Returns. 

"(a) PROHIBiriON ON INS?ECriON AND DIS
CLOSURE.-All returns made wi"th respect to 
the taxes imposed by this title are con
fidential records. Except as pro-vided in this 
title-

.. ( 1) no such return shall be open to in
spection, and 

"(2) no information contained in auy such 
return shall be disclosed. 
Paragraph (2) shall not preclude the pub
licatiC il by the Commissioner of statistics 
derived from such returns, exLept that no 
such publication shall disclose the identity 
vf any taxpayer or of any return. 

" (b) DEFINITION OF RETURN .-For pur
poses of this se~tion, the term 'return' mP.ans 
any form or other document, prepr~red by 
or on behalf of a taxpayer and filed under 
cc.mpulsion of law. containing information 
neceS~;ary to determine tax liability under 
thi-,; title. 

"{C) AUTHORIZED lNPECTIONS.-Returns of 
the taxes imposed by this title shall be open 
to inspe0i ion, ln such manner, at such times 
and places, and subject to such con:':.itions 
consistent with the provisions of subsection 
(a) as t he Ccmmissloner shall prescrite by 
regulations, by the following persons: 

"(1) The taxpayer by or for whom a returu 
wac; made or h!s authorized representative. 

"(2) Officers and employees of the Int ernal 
Revenue Service, the Department of the 
Trea.s•Jry, and, with respect to matters re
ferre:l to the Department of Justice by the 
Commissioner, the Department of Justice, in 
each ca~e solely for purposes of the admin
istration and enforcement of this title. 

"(3) Officers and employees of Department 
of Justice, solely for purposes of the ad
ministration e-nd enforcement of this title 
(other than matters referred to the Depart
ment of Justice by the Commissioner), and 
only upon the written request of the Attor
ney General of the United States specifically 
naming the taxpayer whose return is to be 
inspected. 

"(4) Any official, body, or commission, law
fully charged with the administration of any 
State tax law, if the inspection is for the 
purpose of such administration or for the 
purpose of obtaining information to be fur
nished to local taxing authorities as pro
vided in this paragraph. The inspection shall 
be permitted only upon written request of 
the principal tax official of such State, des
ignating the representative of such official, 
body, or commission to make the inspection 
on behalf of such official. body, or commis
sion. Any information thus secured by any 
official, body, or commission of any State may 
be used solely for the administration of the 
tax laws of such State, except that upon 
written request of the principal tax official of 
such State any such information may be fur
nished to any official, b:Jdy, or commission of 
any political subdivision of such State, law
fully charged with the administration of the 
tax laws of such political subdivision, but 
may be furnished only for the sole purpose 
of, and may be used only for, the administra
tion of such laws. 

"(5) The President of the United States, 
upon his written request specifically naming 
the taxpayer whose return is to be inspected, 
provided that the inspection of such return 
is necessary in the performance of his official 
duties. 
The Commissioner shall, within thirty days 
after the close of each calendar quarter, sub
mit a report to the Joint Committee on In
ternal Revenue Taxation listing the returns 

furnished for inspection during that quarter 
under paragraphs (3), (4), and (5), the date 
on which the request for inspection of each 
such return was received, and, in the case of 
returns furnished under paragraph (4), the 
name and position of the individual making 
such request. The Joint Committee may make 
pub1.ic such portions of such reports, or in
formation derived therefrom, as it deems ad
visable. 

"(d) JOINT COMMITTEE ON INTERNAL TAXA
TION.-The Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation shall have the right to ob
tain data and to inspect returns and to sub
mit any relevant or useful information thus 
obtained to the Senate, the House of Repre
sentatives, or any committee of the Senate 
or the House, except that information ob
tained from such returns may be disclosed 
in statistical form only without disclosing 
the identity of any taxpayer or of any re
turn. Any decision of the Joint Committee to 
request any data or to inspect any return 
shall be determined by a majority vote ot 
the members present and voting, a quorum 
being present. 

'' (e) DISCLOS'URE OF CERTAIN INFORMA
'.::'ION.--

" ( 1) Social sec·l1rity and railroad retire~ 
ment taxes.-The Commissioner shall 
furnLo:;h to the Social Security Admlnistra
n- n and the Railroad Retirement Board in
formation derived from returns of the taxes 
inl'::>Osed by chapters 2, 21, and 22. 

"12) Federal agencies and State tax 
authorities.--Upon the request of the head 
of e,nv department or agency of the Fed
eral Government or of the principal tax 
official of a State, the Commissioner is au
thorized to furnish statistical information 
derived from returns to such department or 
sge 1cy or such State, except that no in· 
formation so furnished shall disclose the 
identity of any taxpayer or of any return. 
Any information so furnished shall be com
piled by employees of the IRS and the Com
missioner may prescribe a reasonable fee 
for furnishing such information. 

"(f) FURNISHING OF COPIES.-Whenever a 
return is open to the inspection of any 
person, a certified copy thereof shall, upon 
request, be furnished to such person under 
regulations prescribed by the Commissioner 
who may also prescribe a reasonable fee for 
furnishing such copy. 

'(g) DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION AS TO 
PERSONS FILING INCOME TAX RETURNS.-The 
Commissioner shall, upon inquiry as to 
whether any person has filed an income 
tax return in a designated internal revenue 
district for a particular taxable year, furnish 
to the inquirer, in such manner the Com
missioner may determine, information 
showing that such person has, or has not, 
filed an income tax return in such district 
for such taxable year." 

(b) The table of sections for subchapter 
B of chapter 61 of such Code is amended by 
striking out the item relating to section 6103 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"Sec. 6103. Confidentiality of returns." 
SEC. 2. UNEMPLOYMENT TAX RETURNS. 

(a) Section 6106 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 (relating to publicity of un
employment tax returns) is repealed. 

(b) The table of sections for subchapter B 
of chapter 61 of such Code is amended by 
striking out the item relating to section 
6106. 

SEC. 3. UNAUTHORIZED DISCLOSURE OF INFOR
MATION. 

(a) Section 7213 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 (relating to penalties for un
authorized disclosure of information) is 
amended-

(1) by striking out "misdemeanor" each 
place it appears In paragraphs (1), (2), and.. 
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(3) of subsection (a) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "felony"; 

(2) by striking out "$1,000" each place it 
appears in such paragraphs and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$10,000"; 

(3) by striking out "1 year" each place it 
appears in such paragraphs and inserting in 
lieu thereof "5 years"; and 

(4) by redesignating subsection (e) as (f) 
and inserting after subsection (d) the fol
i.owing new subsection: 

"(e) UNAUTHORIZED RECEIPT.-Any person 
who knowingly receives any information or 
material which is disclosed or furnished in 
violation of the provisions of subsection (a) 
shall be guilty of a felony and, upon con
viction thereof, shall be fined not more than 
$10,000, or imprisoned for not more than 
5 years, or both, together with the costs of 
prosecution." 
SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

The amendments and repeal made by sec
tions 1 and 2 shall take effect on the first 
day of the third month which begins after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. The 
amendments made by section 3 shall take 
effect on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

By Mr. MciNTYRE (for himself 
and Mr. JAVITS): 

S. 3983. A bill to establish a Federal 
Domestic Development Bank to provide 
loans, loan guarantees, and technical 
assistance for the support and expansion 
of public facilities and private business 
operations in economically depressed 
urban and rural areas of the United 
States, to promote competition and 
planned regional development, and to ~id 
areas or businesses which are faced With 
technological obsolescence or which are 
otherwise in financial difficulties. Re
ferred to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing and Urban Affairs. 

A DOMESTIC DEVELOPMENT BANK 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, I in
troduce for myself and Senator JAVITS, 
who has worked extensively with me in 
developing this legislation, the Federal 
Domestic Development Bank Act. The 
need for this particular legislation is, I 
believe, clear. 

The legislation we propose today is de
signed to address itself to this country's 
economic underdevelopment. Such a 
bank, while it would not be the first effort 
of its type, would raise the issue of 
whether America seriously wants to con
front and deal with the failures of 
macroeconomic controls of monetary and 
fiscal policy. Such policies, although on 
an aggregate scale may achieve certain 
limited national goals, too often fail to 
meet many regional economic needs. A 
domestic development bank would be a 
natural supplement to the existing Gov
ernment economic tools. Our wide inter
national experience would seem to indi
cate that we have developed the expertise 
to make such institutions work. 

Surely, if we were able to rejuvenate 
the economies of Japan and West Ger
many so that they have become our lead
ing international competitors, if we were 
able to help bring Latin America, in part, 
out of its centuries of colonial under
development, and if we were abl~ to save 
the Tennessee Valley from years of de
pression, then we should be capable of 
breathing economic vitality into the eco
nomically depressed areas of Kentucky, 
the Indian reservations of the Southwest, 

the north country of New Hampshire, 
and the textile manufacturing belt of 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. President, the domestic develop
ment bank proposal is predicated on a 
belief that local and regional financial 
and entrepreneurial institutions are not 
and cannot support economic growth to 
an extent that would lift depressed and 
underdeveloped regions from their eco
nomic stagnation. Furthermore, the ven
ture capital necessary to support the 
existence and expansion of business en
terprises in these depressed regions has 
been absent. This is principally due to 
the risk which in underdeveloped regions 
is comparatively greater. 

In reality, there are four kinds of capi
tal which are undersupplied and gener
ally unavailable in hard core depressed 
areas. There is a shortage first, of private 
producer capital, for physical capital in
vestment, working capital inventories, 
and venture capital for business expan
sion. There is second, a lack of what is 
called social overhead capital, the public 
facilities such as transportation net
works, communications links, schools and 
hospitals which are necessary prerequi
sites to support commercial development. 
Third, underdeveloped regions generally 
lack technological capital, the technical 
knowledge and skills that can be used 
to increase the productivity of plant cap
ital. These regions are largely under
utilizing their natural resource capital, 
missing the flow of services that might 
come from a more rational assessment 
and exploitation of local raw materials. 
Finally, there is shortage of human cap
ital, which basically amounts to under
utilized people who are in that condition 
because of a lack of training, education, 
health and opportunities and who after 
years of economic deprivation are not 
effective in a position to contribute to 
the economic growth of their region. 

The proposed bank legislation is ver
satile enough to confront each of these 
capital shortages by authorizing the bank 
"to extend credit and participate in ex
tensions of credit" to business and com
mercial developments, though such re
quests for credit can only be undertaken 
after all other private or public credit 
has been exhausted. 

Alleviating capital shortages for enter
prises in this way in selected economical
ly depressed regions is clearly a vital pub
lic service, since the economic health of a 
region is linked directly to the well-being 
of business in the area. This is especially 
important because the growth of busi
ness activity, oftentimes, depends on the 
availability of venture capital. Yet, less 
than 1 percent of businessmen seeking 
venture capital actually find it. Access to 
credit is largely determined by credit
worthiness, prospects for growth, and so 
forth. Quick access to credit is a basic 
necessity for flexible business operation 
and the ability to respond to changes in 
market conditions. Without access to 
capital and credit, most businesses are 
unable to survive financial crises. 

Nevertheless, credit is usually open on 
the most reasonable terms to conglomer
ates and other major business enter
prises. Preference· of this type is most 
evident in the establishment of the 
"prime interest rate," which 'is the inter-

est rate applied to major loans to big 
business. The "prime interest rate" is 
usually 2 or 3 percentage points less than 
the rate applied to loans for smaller 
businesses. 

In inflationary periods such as the one 
which we are presently experiencing, in
terest rates go up. The persons hardest 
hit by high interest rates are the small 
businessmen. Small businessmen remain 
at the bottom of the credit list and if 
credit is available at all, it is at the high
er rates, regardless of the credit worthi
ness of the small business. The restricted 
money supply and interest rates of infla
tionary periods take a severe toll on small 
businessmen. The small business, for in
stance, is usually the first to have its 
credit cut off. It is little wonder then that 
the small business, in such a precarious 
credit position, often fails when faced by 
higher rates. 

The cyclical credit difficulties facing 
small business survival are compounded 
by other factors. Mismanagement of the 
American economy has most recently 
produced a combination of declining eco
nomic growth and runaway price rises 
unsurpassed since the growth recession 
of 1956 to 1958. This new "stagflation,, 
is likely to place further constraints on 
the economic viability of small and . 
medium-sized businesses, as credit dis
appears, while capital cost requirements 
multiply. 

In addition to this, the energy crisis 
promises to exacerbate these develop
ments considerably. The incredibly high 
estimates of investments needed to in
crease oil refinery capacity and the 
availability of alternative energy sources, 
ranging as high as $1 trillion, will re
quire large credit reservoirs for poten
tial energy investors. It is, therefore, 
likely that the bulk of funding for energy 
industry expansion will be grabbed by 
the multinational energy companies, or 
related industries, who already dominate 
the field. The increasing concentration 
now evident in energy industries, com
bined with the precarious positions of 
all other small businesses in the credit 
market, show tendencies of making the 
American economy structurally less com
petitive and thus less able to effectively 
confront the restricted output and in
flationary prices of an uncompetitive 
market environment. 

The proposed development bank legis
lation will allocate credit to areas of the 
economy most in need-namely, small 
and medium sized businesses, local com
munities, and regional governmental 
units. The net result will be the preven
tion of the capital shortages causing 
artificial regional business depressions. 
It would also serve to modify and 
strengthen regional market structures 
as a future-oriented preventive measure. 

Mr. President, while the United States 
in the aggregate is a wealthy country, 
it has regional areas of economic under
development. How and why these re
gional disparities occurred is really a 
matter of relatively impersonal factors. 
Nevertheless, the result of regional eco
nomic underdevelopment has been to 
needlessly subject potentially productive 
individuals to lives of poverty and to 
stifle human development. 

On a larger scale, regional economic 
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underdevelopment results in an overall 
less productive nation which, in terms of 
world trade, makes the United States less 
competitive. On a domestic level, these 
areas act as a drag on the economy tak
ing in economic aid in an unsystematic 
fashion and achieving little on a dollar
for-dollar basis. 

In part. our failure to deal with re
gional economic disparities in the coun
try can be laid on the ·facts of political 
life. Political subdivisions such as States 
and countries are determinants of re
gional needs. But the size and design of 
these political divisions many times bear 
no resemblance to the real regional needs 
which is based on a mutuality of inter
ests grounded on such factors as geo
graphic factors, population demography, 
and the like. Consequently, there has 
been no perceived need to establish any 
mechanism to deal with regional needs 
on the long run. EDA, for instance, is tied 
to aiding political subdivisions like coun
ties. The commissions, like ARC, which 
were later established were a first step 
in the right direction, but unfortunately 
ARC and others have not been able to 
achieve their potential. Other programs 
like the SBA were designed more to help 
individuals in need rather than regions, 
but if a region's economic base is not 
strong enough to support such businesses, 
SBA could end up pouring Government 
money into a losing game plan. 

A good case, therefore, can be made to 
aid regional entities which are super
ordinant entities which have a mutuality 
of economic interests within a given geo
graphic area. We can learn from the past 
failures of other domestic development 
programs in order to achieve this goal. 
The Federal Domestic Development Bank 
Act has tried to incorporate as much 
from the experiences of past develop
ment programs structurally as possible, 
so that the same mistakes will not repeat 
themselves. As a practical matter though, 
in order to achieve regional goals, it will 
probably be necessary to use existing 
political subdivisions to channel the 
bank's aid, but it can be done in a syste
matic manner to realize regional goals. 

Hopefully, the purpose of the bank on 
a regional level will be to attempt to de
velop capital resources so the region may 
develop a stable and diversifide minim· 1m 
regional economic base. Ultimately, the 
base line of the bank's real purpose and 
effect will be at the human level. 

Can the bank help stop widely varying 
economic conditions within regions in 
order to promote the necessary confi
dence to undertake long term commit
ments of private capital and long rangB 
planning efforts for rational investment 
for the future? And can the bank help 
achieve a structurally more competitive 
economy? While the potential seems pos
sible, the questions remain open. 

I trust, though, the introduction of 
this legislation will spark lively discus
sion on the subject of regional develop
ment which should be a vital domestic 
concern to all. While this legislation 
surely is not the last word on the subject, 
it is a start and one which I hope will 
stimulate helpful comments and sugges-
tions. · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 

to insert at this point in the RECORD a 
section-by-section analysis of the Fed
eral Domestic Development Bank. 

There being no objection, the analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY 

Section 1: Short Title: This act may be 
cited as the "Federal Domestic Development 
Bank Act." 

Section 2: Purpose: The purposes of this 
act are principally to aid: 

-Economically depressed urban and rural 
regions; 

--stimulate deconcentration and competi
tion of industries within regions of the 
United States to foster balanced growth; 

-Small and medium sized enterprises in 
economically depressed regions, to generate 
increased employment opportunities, viable 
local economies and planned regional de
velopment. 

SectiOn 3: Establishment of the Bank: The 
Bank shall be incorporated for a period of 
40 years after which Congress may renew. 

Section 4: General Powers: The Bank shall 
have general corporate powers which include, 
but are not limited to, the power to sue and 
be sued, make- contracts, hold and dispose of 
property, and issue by-laws. 

Section 5: Management of the Bank: The 
Bank shall be managed by a full-time 11 
member Board of Directors, chosen by the 
President with the advice of the Senate. The 
term of each director shall be eight years 
and the terms shall be staggered. 

Section 6: Administrative: The Bank shall 
have its principal place of business in Wash
ington, D.C., with regional offices and ad
visory groups throughout the United States. 
The Board of Directors shall set policy which 
the officers of the Bank shall execute. 

Section 7: Conflict of Interest: No director, 
officer, or employee shall make any decisions 
which shall relate to any question affecting 
personal interests. Any member so doing shall 
be required to divest himself of such inter
ests as are necessary or resign. The Bank is 
further prevented from aiding bny polltical 
party. 

Section 8: Functions: Functions of the 
Bank shall include, but are not limited to, 
providing technical assistance to those re
ceiving financial aid from the Bank. This sec
tion also provides for preferences and limita
tions on financial aid to ensure the Bank 
carries out its enumerated purposes. In most 
cases, the Bank shall act as a "bank of last 
resort" for polltical subdivisions, private en
terprises and non-profit organizations when 
credit is not available at reasonable rates 
from private or other publlc institutions. 

In addition, if for reasons of necessity the 
Bank determines that the purposes of the 
Act wm be furthered by the initiation of 
certain projects under its own ownership, 
it may do so provided that the Bank divest 
itself within a reasonable period of time of 
such assets. 

Section 9: Guarantees: As an alternative 
financing mechanism, the Bank may provide 
guarantees for loans in Ueu of the loans 
themselves in order to further the purposes 
of this Act. 

Section 10: General Fund, Capital1zation: 
Four methods of capitalization are provided 
for the Bank. Initial capitalization shall take 
place by having the Treasury purchase up to 
20% of the first stock issue of $10 billion, 
and the remainder as necessary, to meet de
mands on the bank. Thereafter, the Bank 
may sell Bank non-voting stock up to twenty 
times the paid in capital and relend this bor
rowed capital in order to meet the purposes 
of this Act. When the Bank turns a profit, 
the Act provides that the first 25 percent of 
all net profits shall be immediately paid to 
the Treasury Department in order to redeem 
the Bank's stock and thereby insure the 
Bank's independence as an agency . 

• 

Section 11: Intergovernmental Coopera
tion: Whenever possible, the Bank shall pro
vide aid to projects only when such projects 
are consistent with over-all areawide devel
opment plans of a region, state or locality. 
When necessary the Bank may recommend 
that certain other programs be phased into 
the Bank in order to prevent overlapping 
jurisdiction. 

Section 12: Criminal Penalties: Criminal 
penalties are similar to those provided in 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Act. 

Section 13: Labor Standards: All projects 
funded must pay at least the minimum wage 
level set by the federal law. 

Section 14: Tax Exemption: Only real and 
tangible personal property of the Bank ma-y 
be taxed by the federal, state and local gov
ernments. 

Section 15: Audit and Report: The General 
Services Administration shall audit the Bank 
yearly and report its finding to the Congres-ct 
and President. 

Section 16: Annual Report: The Bank shall 
report annually on its condition to Congress 
and the President. 

Section 17: Authorization: The Act pro
vides for $1.5 million for initial start-up per
sonnel costs and thereafter such sums are ap
propriated as are necessary to carry out t~e 
purposes of this Act. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with the Senator from 
New Hampshire in introducing the Fed
eral Domestic Development Bank Act. 

This bill will establish a for-profit 
corporation patterned after the concept 
of the World Bank and other successful 
international development banking con
cepts which will be authorized to extend 
credit and participate in extensions of 
credit to both government and private 
business, render technical and manage
ment assistance in connection with its ac
tivities and thereby aid economically de
pressed urban and rural regions which 
have suffered economic hardships, as 
shown by a variety of indices, in order 
to stimulate employment opportunity 
in those areas, promote the economic 
survival and preservation of jobs in those 
businesses whose markets are being 
threatened by increased import penetra
tion, and contribute to a well-balanced 
national economy by facilitating busi
ness ownership by persons whose par
ticipation in the free enterprise system 
is and continues to be hampered by his
toric, ethnic, social and economic con
siderations. 

Senator MciNTYRE has quite ably de
scribed the provisions of the bill, and 
has put the legislation in perspective rel
ative to other Federal Government ac
tivities. 

I do, however, wish to make some ob
servations as to the need for this legis
lation, the basic operating scheme and 
why I believe its consideration is so im
portant to our national economy as a 
whole and to small businessmen in 
particular. 

I. THE NEED FOR A REVIVAL OF SMALL 

BUSINESS 

Mr. President, if we are to continue 
to function as a great nation, then we 
must use our knowledge · and ability to 
create, invent, and adapt in order to 
find new methods and approaches to en
courage and nurture our small business 
enterprises and the economic stability 
of all our communities. 
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The longer we delay in restoring this 
balance and broadening the opportunities 
for all Americans the less likely it will 
be that we can accomplish it at all. 

It is a well-known fact that small busi
ness accounts for over 98 percent of our 
total business units, providing jobs for 
65 percent of the Nation's non-Govern-· 
ment workforce and contributing more 
than 40 percent of the gross national 
product. But by any other measures, such 
as market share, assets and profits, small 
business is losing ground drastically. 

The relative diminution of the small 
business share of the national economy 
is developing trends which tend to worsen 
the health and dynamism of the Ameri
can ·socio-economic system. To avoid 
such consequences it is imperative that 
we take action to restore, expand and 
promote the viability of small busi
ness before current trends become 
irreversible. 

For instance in 1960, small- and med
ium-size corporations in manufacturing 
had 50 percent of the assets and were re
sponsible for ~1 percent of the profits. 
By 1970 these corporations had only 33 
percent of the assets and by 1972 they 
had only 30 percent of the assets and 
onlv 28 percent of the profits. 

The energy crisis is but one example 
of the plight in which we now find our
selves. As a direct result of shortages 
of essential materials small companies 
throughout the country are closing and 
when combined with an inflationary 
spiral that has not been matched since 
World War II it all makes a very bleak 
picture for aspirant entrepreneurs. 

However, there is a way in which we 
can begin to make steps to restore the 
competitive balance to our economy and 
to provide a mechanism which will en
hance the probability of growth of our 
small business community and a revital
ization of our blighted urban and rural 
areas. The Federal Domestic Develop
ment Bank is intended to address this 
need and should be one of our highest 
priorities in Government. 

There is no shortage of would be entre
preneurs in our country. There is no 
shortage of talented people, willing to 
venture into the unknown with an en
trepreneurial spirit of optimism. There 
is no shortage of employees or managers. 
There is, however, a shortage of mecha
nisms designed to attack these areas of 
our country in a broad, all-encompassing 
and properly financed manner. 

We must begin to tum this Nation's at
tention to using its credit in a compre
hensive way to build and rebuild small 
business-industries and entire com
munities which in the long run we must 
understand and appreciate are more im
portant than building sidewalks and sew
ers in those communities. 

Rest assured Mr. President, that I too 
believe the American people have the 
energy, the resourcefulness, the intelli
gence and the determination to make of 
our economy what we want it to be. I 
believe that we in the Congress must take 
the leadership role in being responsible 
and responsive and toward that end I 
believe the Federal Domestic Develop
ment Bank is one of the most important 
ways in which we can move this economy 
in the right direction. 

As stated by the NSBA, in a presenta
tion to Congre3s earlier this year: 

For almost two centuries now we have 
been building toward a society marked by 
vast and stable, if stlll mildly distributed, 
prosperity. We have been blessed with a heri
tage of commitment to increasing equality of 
access to sklll, freedom, to opportunity, to 
wealth, and to influence. Although access 
to these values is not yet shared equally 
enough by all Americans, over the long pull 
we have moved steadily in t):le direction of 
the magnetic, egalitarian goal of the Ameri
can Revolution. One tap root of our growth 
in freedom and opportunity has been eco
nomic diversity. It is not too much to say 
that continuation of the imbalances of 
growth in our economy wlll shrivel that tap 
root, that it will result in an unplanned, 
counterrevolution against the American 
dream. 

Perhaps all freedom and all oppor
tunity would not perish quickly in a 
nation dominated by public and cor
porate semimonopoly. But freedom and 
opportunity would surely be safer and 
more generally shared if they continue to 
be rooted in a diversely owned and di
versely con trolled American economy. 

The Federal Domestic Development 
Bank could be the first and most im
portant step in the revival and reinforce
ment of the American ideal where oppor
tunity is open to every citizen to make 
something, to build something, to create 
something, to invent something; and, 
then having done so, to enjoy the fruits 
of his enterprise. 

In their report to Washington last 
spring, the Small Business Association of 
New England stated the ideal to which 
proponents of the Federal Domestic De
velopment Bank aspire: 

Indeed, the survival and the strengthen
ing of American small business community 
is not primarily for the benefit of the small 
entrepreneur, although he w111 be one of the 
beneficiaries. The larger group of benefi
ciaries will be the American public which, 
because the small business has always been 
one of the cornerstones of the American 
economy, has tended to forget that the ex
istence of the large, thriving small business 
community is one of the elements which 
adds strength to the warp of the American 
social fabric. 

SBANE went on to set forth some of 
the vital functions that small businesses 
perform. 

The small, independently-owned business 
forms the backbone of many American towns 
and small cities. Civic contribution of a local 
businessman, rooted to his community, 
with no intention of the possibility of mov
ing elsewhere is incalculable. It is the busi
nessman who knows he is staying who con
tributes the most to the social welfare of his 
town .... 

The small business is still the place where 
inventiveness flourishes. According to one 
county, half of some sixty some major in
ventions in this century have been the work 
of either a single individual or have come 
out of a small business. These include: air
conditioning, automatic transmission, ball 
point pens, cellophane, cinerama, the heli
copter, insulin, the jet engine, power steer
ing and zipper fasteners. 

... the viab11ity and prosperity of (mil
lions) of small businesses 1n this country de
pends 1n part on awakening the federal gov
ernment to the fact that here is an insti
tution that deserves some special attention 
at this moment in this country's history. 
This is not to request that the inherently 
inefficient be kept alive in resuscitators or 

• 

by artificial injections. It is not to prevent 
the orderly evolution of the business sys
tem, which is always undergoing some 
change ... what it does mean is that the 
particular problems of small business 1n a 
society dominated by macro-institutions 
need to be appreciated and enough attention 
paid to them to restore the situation to 
the status quo ante. 

The Federal Domestic Development 
Bank Act is designed to expand the Fed
eral effort to promote domestic owner
ship and management; otherwise small 
business stands no chance of stemming 
the economic decay existing in our cen
tral cities or reversing the tide of rural 
poverty. 

II. THE NEED FOR A NEW INITIATIVE 

Urbanization has been the dominant 
domestic trend in this country-a trend 
far outrunning our ability to comprehend 
and deal with it. Urbanization has pro
liferated the big city slum, the slum 
which continues to give birth to crime, 
despair, and hopelessness. 

The crisis of the core-city is also a 
crisis for rural America, whose people 
are taking flight to the cities as farm 
manpower needs diminish with mechani
zation. 

No program or effort which seeks to 
resolve the unemployment problems of 
the cities' slums can stand alone-rural 
migration needs to be halted or at least 
slowed and the economy of rural Amer
ica brought back into equilibrium. 

This bill seeks to tap the resources of 
what can be our greatest ally in our 
efforts to curb the growing lists of unem
ployment-the private sector. 

Government must take the lead in or
der to marshal the forces and talent to 
solve our unemployment problems and 
the problems of our distressed urban and 
rural communities which frequently en
compass whole geographical regions. 
These Government funds must be used 
in a catalytic manner in order to stimu
late private efforts. 

In 1967, I introduced the Domestic De
velopment Bank Act which is quite sim
ilar in purpose and overall design to the 
legislation we propose today. My efforts 
in that legislation came as a result of 
the growing recognition of a need even
tually to establish an essentially private 
source of capital for economic develop
ment for our depressed urban and rural 
areas, and there has been an acceleration 
in the Federal effort to stimulate em
ployment opportunities but they have 
yet to make available sufficient capital 
to meet the challenge which unemploy
ment imposes and give a real boost to our 
own struggling enterprises. The efforts 
of the SBA, EDA, OMBE, and other Fed
eral agencies may be laudable, but they 
are not enough. 

This bill is the resuJt of carefu1 anal
ysis of some do.zen or so bills which have 
been introduced in the past few years. 
In addition we have received the impor
tant suggestions of a number of our col
leagues, suggestions which have been in
corporated in this bill. Moreover, the nu
cleus of the National Domestic Develop
ment Bank Act has had a great deal of 
study and analy~is. 

The problems of unemployment and 
lack of business opportunity, which I 
sought to address in 1967 and again in 
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1973 when I introduced the Domestic 
Enterprise Bank Act are still with us. 

Small businessmen must continue to 
struggle against ever increasing competi
tion at a time when both money and raw 
materials are in short supply. The small 
businessman finds it difficult to locate 
adequate capital on reasonable terms to 
update his manufacturing plant, to pur
chase new equipment, or conduct re
search and development activities to keep 
abreast of the technological flood of 
miniaturization and increased technical 
expertise. 

I need not remind Members of the 
Congress that we have yet to solve the 
problems created by large-scale unem
ployment. The continuing staggering un
employment rate in our city slums and 
other underdeveloped and overpopulated 
areas bespeaks our failure successfully to 
wrestle with the problem. 

vVe should constantly remind ourselves 
that the National Advisory Commission 
on Civil Disorders concluded in March 
1968: 

Unemployment and underemployment are 
among the persistent serious grievances of 
the disadvantaged minorities. 

In order to begin to approach a well
balanced national economy there is an 
urgent ueed for the involvement of the 
rural and urban poverty area residents, 
many of whose participation in the free 
enterprise system continues to be ham
pered by historic, ethnic, social, and eco
nomic considerations in the ownership 
and management of the business com
munity which serves him. The Economic 
Opportunity Loan Program, which I au
thored, has evolved to a point where 
there is some tangible sign of success, but 
it is not enough. 

The Department of Commerce's Office 
of Minority Business Enterprise which is 
charged with coordinating all Federal 
minority enterprise programs has a small 
budget of only $50 million which is 
hardly $1 million per State. It is jus.t not 
enough. 

But the cruel fact is that even if these 
new initiatives continue to be expanded 
and improved to meet their stated goals, 
they are minimal when one considers the 
extent to which the economically and 
socially deprived have been denied the 
opportunity to participate fully in the 
free enterprise system. 

III. THE NEW INITIATIVE 

Mr. President, the Bank would be 
established as a profitmaking corpora
tion authorized to make long-term, low
interest loans and guarantees, to par
ticipate in loans with public or private 
lenders to sell participations in its loans, 
and to provide supportive managerial 
and technical assistance. In essence, it 
would be very much like the World Bank 
in its purpose, operations, and structure. 
The World Bank has demonstrated that 
the provision of attractive credit is a 
powerful development tool in under
developed areas and that such a venture 
can be economically sound. In fiscal year 
1972, the World Bank earned $183 mil
lion in net income and has raised over 
$3.4 billion from private investors for its 
development activities. 

Another example of a banking institu
tion of this type is Prldco--the Puerto 
Rican Industrial Development Co. Pridco 

has grown from a modest beginning to 
an organization with a net income of 
$15.3 million in 1972 and has successfully 
sold several bond issues. It provides in
dustrial facilities for sale or lease to in
dustry, develops tourist facilities, grants 
short- and long-term loans to industry 
and engages in promotion and research 
activities. With the help of Pridco as the 
financial and real estate arm of its eco
nomic development program, Puerto Rico 
has attracted over 1,300 manufacturing 
enterprises to the island. 

The Federal Domestic Development 
Bank would initially issue $10 billion in 
capital stock subscribed by the Federal 
Government. As was true of the World 
Bank, the Government would initially 
subscribe and pay in a portion of the ini
tial subscription with the bank having a 
call on the remaining portion-as a 
reserve to meet the bank's lia.bilities on 
its own borrowings on the private mar
ket. 

The economic incentive provided by 
this new source of credit would be enor
mous. On the one hand, it would allow 
rents in business and commercial facili
ties to be less than in areas where this 
financing was not available. Moreover, 
by providing a substantial percentage of 
project costs, the Bank would enable de
velopers and industrialists to get their 
equity back within a very few years by 
use of the deductions presently available 
under the Internal Revenue Code. 

The Bank's paper would be sold at 
competitive rates and should be particu
larly attractive investments for labor
management pension funds, founda
tions, insurance companies, and other 
investing organizations which would like 
to put their capital to work in a socially 
useful as well as profitmaking manner. 

The Bank would finance private busi
ness and commercial projects where 
capital is not otherwise available on rea
sonable terms. Loans could go to busi
nesses and proje.cts of all sizes, and in 
some cases, as with a portion of its small 
business portfolio, the Bank could oper
ate through guarantees to local banking 
and financial institutions or by using 
local banks as agents. 

Loans could also be made to public 
agencies for essential public develop
ment projects such as transportation or 
power facilities which could not be 
financed through other sources. 

The Bank would have authority to 
make mortgage loans for low and moder
ate income housing. The Bank would 
also be authorized to make mortgage 
loans for residential facilities where 
housing is integrated with business 
facilities, as on the upper floors over 
retail stores. The mortgage loan could 
cover the entire project. 

One of the more important functions 
of the Bank would be to take the initia
tive in bringing management and capi
tal together for projects and to act as 
developer or owner of · a particular proj
ect until such time as a private purchaser 
could be found. Unlike a tax incentive 
economic development scheme, which is 
essentially passive, the Bank approach 
would provide an active entrepreneural 
agent. 

The Bank would also come to the aid 
of business enterprises substantially 
harmed by increased import penetration 

of domestic markets. The financing nec
essary to purchase additional equipment, 
plant relocations, expansions, or reno
vations as well as various research and 
development projects could be supplied 
by the Bank. 

The modernization of production and 
manufacturing techniques, in addition 
to the ever increasing need for experi
enced personnel, trained and qualified in 
technical, managerial, and scientific 
skills, could be part of the overall enter
prise efforts financed by the Bank. 

The Bank would be empowered, in 
connection with all such projects, to un
dertake insurance arrangements in con
nection with such facilities. These ar
rangements might take the form of self
insurance of a project by the Bank, co
insurance between the Bank and the 
borrower, or reinsurance arrangements 
concluded by the Bank with insurance 
companies to protect the facility against 
casualty loss. 

IV. A PERMANENT CHANGE 

Mr. President, one of the diseases that 
underlies all of the symptoms of unem
ployment and the economic problems 
faced by entire regions of our Nation is 
the lack of business opportunity, and the 
lack of capital in large enough amoun~ 
and for long enough time to make a per
manent change in the area and in the 
lives of its residents. We cannot fool our
selves any longer thinking we can change 
the face of a Harlem, an Indian reserva
tion, or East Los Angeles with $50,000 
loans. 

What is needed is a large, well capi
talized vehicle capable of making large, 
substantial, long-term investments and 
at the same time providing capable man
agement and technical expertise com
bined with a broad understanding of the 
economic realities of the Nation in which 
we live. 

Clearly, capital alone is not the an
swer, nor was it the sole solution in Eu
rope after World War II, in South Amer
ica during the early 1960's or in Japan 
during the late 1950's. Capital must be 
accompanied by a willingness to share 
our management and technical exper
tise, our growing markets and a simple 
faith in the dignity and worthiness of 
our fellow man. 

Mr. President, we may need more Fed
eral Government money and programs, 
but more than that, we need a domestic 
development bank to stimulate the pri
vate sector to make capital available to 
small businessmen, local communities, 
and in some cases entire States in order 
to make permanent changes in the face 
of our Nation among those who lag be
hind in the economic progress which be
longs to us all. 

By Mr. ABOUREZK: 
S. 3984. A bill to designate the birth

day of Susan B. Anthony as a legal 
public holiday. Referred to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, to
iday I am introducing a bill making 
February 15, the anniversary of Susan B. 
Anthony's birth, a national holiday. 

As Members of a Congress deeply 
troubled with the unfortunate moral and 
ethical issues with which we are now 
faced-not to mention suG.h vital and on
going issues as the economy, energy, and 
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defense-it is easy to let seemingly less 
important matters slide into the back
ground. By this, I am referirng to the as 
yet unchanged situation of nearly 53 
percent of our country's population. 

In reflecting upon this predicament, 
certain questions inevitably come to my 
mind. Why, for instance, have women 
been relegated to a second-class 
citizenship in the United States? The 
answer, I believe, lies in our doctrines 
and customs-in traditions that are so 
deeply ingrained that they are contested 
only minimally, if at all. 

Why have so few women become at
torneys, or physicians, or lawmakers, or 
engage in any of a host of male-domi
nated occupations? 

I can find no acceptable answers. 
I have always been perplexed by the 

fact that the valuable resources women 
have to offer are inevitably overlooked. 
I have wondered why, in a country as 
highly developed as ours, we take ad
vantage of only half of our human re
sources, thereby disregarding the skills 
and abilities women have to offer. 

In no way do I propose to believe that 
this legislation can atone for the cen
turies of discrimination that women 
have sustained because of the mere fact 
that they are women. Unfortunately, it 
will not raise their salaries, elect them 
to public office, provide them with equal 
benefits in our institutions of education, 
or assist them in furthering their posi
tion in the economic world. 

But it will publicly commemorate the 
birth date of an admirable woman-and, 
in so doing, perhaps further the cause 
of women's equality just a little. This 
legislation gives us the opportunity to 
pay national tribute to a truly remark
able woman-a woman ahead of her 
time, who fought for the realization of a 
vision she had in which all people were 
equal in the eyes of their Government. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: 
S. 3985. A bill to prohibit the shipment 

in interstate commerce of dogs intended 
to be used to fight other dogs for pur
poses of sport, wagering, or entertain
ment. Referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

THE ANTI-DOG-FIGHTING ACT 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, today 

I am introducing a bill to end the de
plorable and evidently growing practice 
of dog fighting. I have long been a spon
sor and supporter of legislation to insure 
the humane treatment of animals. Rare
ly have I seen a more blatant case of 
cruelty to animals than the one I seek 
to remedy through passage of this bill. 

An August 15 article in the New York 
Times has brought the illicit promotion 
of dog fighting to national attention, and 
has aroused the profound concern of 
many of my constitutents. 

It is indeed shocking that in a civilized 
country such as ours, a spectacle so ab
horrent to the vast majority of Ameri
cans can attract an increasing number 
of adherents. But this is the case, ac
cording to Mr. Duncan Wright, execu
tive director of the American Dog Own
ers Association. Breeders in different 
parts of the country train dogs to kill 
smaller animals, then pit them against 
other :fighting dogs in brutal matches 

which sometimes last for hours. Profit, as 
well as entertainment, is a motive of par
ticipants in these clandestine events, as 
substantial amounts of money are wa
gered on each fight. 

Although all of our States have laws 
prohibiting dog fighting, the fact that 
the practice transcends State boundaries 
and is increasing, indicates that addi
tional measures are warranted. I be
lieve that regulation by the Federal Gov
ernment would be an effective means of 
halting this inhumane activity. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the New York Times article of 
August 15, 1974, and the text of the bill 
be inserted at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
and bill were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
DOG FIGHTING: ILLEGAL, BRUTAL, GROWING 

(By Wayne King) 
CHICAGO.-Pat Podzianowskiis a construc

tion worker by trade, a burly, ponderous man 
about 40 years old, with a great stomach. His 
bare upper body, across the chest and back 
and over the arms, is covered with tattoos. 

There are two naked women spinning a 
spider web, a fiery serpent with a human 
torso in red, green and black, flaming fight
ing cocks and, on one shoulder, a pair of dogs, 
their jaws open, fighting with fangs and 
straining muscles. 

They look very much like those in Mr. 
Podzianowski's back yard in the Chicago 
suburb of Tinley Park. Mr. Pod.zianowski is 
a breeder of fighting dogs, Staffordshire ter
riers, one of an estimated 40 to 50 such breed
ers around the country. 

They are part of a collection of men-as 
many as 5,000 by the best-informed esti
mate-who regularly meet clandestinely at 
locations across the country to take part in 
an lllegal and apparently growing activity: 
pitting one dog against another and betting 
on fights that last up to several hours and 
often leave one or both dogs dying or dead. 

"There 1s no question that this has gotten 
bigger," says Duncan Wright, executive di
rector of the American Dog Owners Associa
tion. "In the past few years it has quad
rupled. Ten years ago, you wouldn't have 
organized rings, now you do. It's getting big
ger and nobody 1s noticing. 

1,000 MATCHES A YEAR 

Mr. Wright said his investigators estimated 
that 1,000 matches a year were held in the 
United States. 

The matches are held secretly not only be
cause they are lllegal under various state 
humane laws, but also because the fights are 
always accompanied by heavy betting. 

There are enough practitioners to support 
two publlca.ttons. The larger of the two 1s 
called "Pit Dogs," which has about 30 pages 
per issue. The magazine dedicates most of its 
space to accounts and pictures of fights. A 

\ subscription can be obtained only upon the 
recommendation of an existing subscriber. 
It is published in Starke, Fla. 

The other publication, a newsletter, is pub
llshed in New York. 

For his own part, Mr. Podzianowski pre
fers to advertise his dogs in a regular dog 
fanciers publication, and a small ad simply 
offers American Staffordshires "for any pur
pose." 

"People get the idea," he says. "You ·ao 
get these people who call up and say, 'You 
fightin' them dogs?' I don't even answer. But 
1f somebody comes out here and looks at 
the dogs, all them scars on 'em, they know." 

LONGTDME BREED~R 
Mr. Podzianowski says he has been breed

ing fighting dogs for 19 years. He has also 
raised fighting cocks. On a recent summer 

Saturday, however, the dogs commanded all 
his attention. 

There are fights scheduled on this day, two 
of the dogs are out of his line of breeding, 
and he is to be the referee for the two fights. 

About half of those who w111 attend the 
fights gather first at Mr. Podzianowskl's 
home; others wlll join the group later. 

Some are local men from around Chicago, 
others have come some distance. There is a 
strong contingent of Southerners, "some 
boys from Nashvllle," the only introduction 
that is made, all that is customary. A few 
are from Texas, one is a Canadian. 

For the most part, they are in their 20's 
and 30's, although there are a few older 
men. One is a reporter, although the others 
do not know that. 

Some matches are family affairs, men, 
women and children, but this meeting at
tracts only men. Beer is passed around, there 
is reminiscence about other fights, in Texas, 
Mississippi, Florida, in Chicago, Milwaukee, 
Cleveland and other places, talk of dogs with 
names like Raw Jaw, Tony the Tiger, Wlld 
Woman, and Mr. Podzianowski's famous Cas
sius Clay, a 17-flght winner. 

One lanky man recalls a recent fight in 
which one of the dogs was "messed up pretty 
bad; he passed his insides after the fight." 
The dog had to be k11led. 

This gene·rates talk of the best way to 
dispose of a badly injured dog-Mr. Podzian
owski says he favors an icepick thrust into 
the heart as the cleanest way-and some in
structions from him to a novice on how to 
train a puppy for fighting, develop its blood 
instincts and teach it to parry. 

"Now, you don't want to throw a kitten 
in there with the puppy right away for it to 
klll, it'll just go crazy for more. What you 
want to do is get yourself one of those cats 
and put it in an onion bag and string it up 
on a rope from the top of the garage. Use 
a spring, you know, like a front-door screen 
spring, and hang that cat up there so its 
paws are out through the onion bag. You 
want to get yourself some clippers and clip 
the cia ws off. 

"LET THE DOG KILL IT" 

"Then you let the puppy at it, the cat'll 
bob up and down and the dog'll go after 
it. Pretty soon, the dog gets tired and sweaty 
and you pull it off and drag it back to the 
corner and hold it against the wall. It'll be 
hell to hold, but you hold it and then turn 
it around and-hyaaaah-you let it go back 
at it. 

"If the cat gets pretty mauled up in the 
bag, just take it down and keep it tlll the 
next day and then throw it in and let the 
dog klllit." 

According to Mr. Wright of the Sacra
mento-based Dog Owners Association, a 
fighting dog in training might be "fed" 
a score or more of cats or younger dogs 
to hone its blood instincts before it is pitted 
against another dog. Mr. Wright has been 
conducting an investigation into dog fighting 
on behalf of his association for more than 
two years, during which time, he reports, he 
attended 18 fights on an undercover basis, 
comp111ng an extensive list of participants. 

In some states, the pitting of any animal 
against another is specifically outlawed by 
statute. In others, it falls under general 
humane laws related to the mistreatment of 
animals. In no state is dog fighting legal, ac
cording to Mr. Wright. 

Although there have been some arrests for 
dog figh tlng in the last 18 months-a total 
of five raids in California, Oklahoma, Mas
sachusetts and North Carolina-most fights 
are known only to the participants. 

Even when arrests are made, fines are not 
high-$875 and probation in a recent Mas
sachusetts case-and only the organizers, not 
the spectators, are normally booked. More
over, enforcement is difficult. 

The men attending the Chicago match met 
first at Mr. Podzlanowski's, then drove north 
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some 25 miles to another meeting place at 
a skating rink in Brookfield, where they were 
joined by others, then south again a few 
miles to the little ex-urban community of 
Countryside, the site of the fight. 

LOOKOUTS POSTED 

The contingent by this time includes 52 
men, who file into a construction supply 
warehouse and pay $10 each to a barrel
chested young man as an admission fee. 
Lookouts are posted at the door. Once inside, 
no one leaves until the fights are over. 

Several men quickly erect the 15-!oot
square "pit," laying down an old red carpet 
topped with a tarpaulin and enclosing this 
with blood-spattered plywood walls some 
three feet high. 

All four doge to be pitted are Staffordshire 
terriers, medium-sized, quick dogs known 
for their staying power and strength of jaw
the most powerful of any breed. 

According to Mr. Wright of the Dog Own
ers Association, most fighting dogs are spe
cially bred "cur fighters," normally mixed 
breeds. He also reports use of purebreds 
such as Dobermans, German shepherds, St. 
Bernards, Siberian huskies and Alaskan 
malamutes. 

For the most part, drugs are not given to 
dogs before fights. However, says Mr. 
Wright, "There is a highly organized ring 
operating in the six southwestern states and 
using drugs. 

DRUGS AND CATTLE PRODS 

"They fight every weekend night, each 
night in a different location. They fight only 
untrained purebred dogs they acquire from 
dog pounds, killing about 30 a weekend. Be
cause the dogs are untrained, they use in
jected drugs and cattle prods. 

"Admission is $9 and gambling is against 
the house. There is prostitution, illegal sell
ing of liquor and probably other things as 
well." 

Mr. Wright estimated that in a weekend of 
such activity, as much as $90,000 changed 
hands. 

At the Chicago match, the first two dogs 
to be pitted were females, a red one called 
Lady and a somewhat larger black and white 
dog called Dolly, both were leashed and wear
ing studded collars. 

They appear emaciated, ribs like wash
boards, but this is deceptive. The dogs are 
not starved, they are fed red meat, but are 
exercised on treadmills and the like, sweated 
down to fighting weight. 

They are weighed-35 and 37 pounds
and placed in the pit, held by their owners 
1n opposite corners. 

A man in sandals holds up a fistful of bills 
and calls out, "I got a hundred and fifty on 
the black-and-white!" Someone shouts, "I'll 
take a hundred," another asks for 3-to-2 
odds, still others mill about arranging what 
are called "side bets." There is almost always 
a prearranged bet between the dog owners, 
although the exact amount in this case was 
not learned. Bets of $500 or more are fairly 
common. 

With the betting still going on, the dogs 
are released. 

Without a sound, not the faintest growl, 
the dogs leap toward each other and rear, 
Ups rolled back, clashing fangs in the center 
of the pit. stm there is no sound other than 
the scratch of claws on the tarp, crunching 
sounds as one dog or the other seizes a leg, 
choked gurgling as a dog grabs the throat. 

TACTICS OF THE FIGHTERS 

In dog-fighting parlance, dogs are said 
to "work the stifle" (favor throat holds), or 
to "work the legs," or "work the ears." 

"A good ear dog," Mr. Podztanowsk1 ob
serves, "is hard to beat." 

The fights normally last from about 30 
minutes to 2¥2 hours and more, during which 
time the dogs inflict continual punishment 

on each other, slashing, choking, chewing 
on ears and legs, breaking bones and tnfilct
ing invisible internal injuries. 

Some of the dogs die not in the pit, but 
after the fight, dehydrated from the exertion, 
suffering unseen injuries. 

In this fight, the spotted dog gains an early 
advantage, throwing the smaller red dog to 
the canvas, chewing alternately at the throat, 
the ears, the legs. 

The owners are both lithe, well-muscled 
men in their 30's, remarkably similar al
though one is light, the other dark.' One 
wears a black sleeveless T-shirt, the other an 
identical red one. Each wears a tattoo of 
fighting dogs on one shoulder. In the crowd, 
two or three other men sport the same tattoo. 

Both owners are in the pit with their dogs 
often down on their hands and knees, inche~ 
away from the working fangs, whispering en
couragement with urgent intimacy. "Come 
on Red Lady, come on sweetheart." "That's 
right, girl, atta girl. ... " 

For 10 minutes, the larger dog holds the 
red to the mat, chewing ears and legs, al
though she has herself been cut several times 
on the head, on both eyelids and on the body. 

Suddenly the red dog wrenches free and is 
on her feet. She is cut on the chest-"Get it 
get it, there's blood." There 1s a crunching 
pop that sounds like breaking bone. "Is it a 
break," someone asks, "did she break it?" 

No, instead the dogs have clashed fangs. 
The man in red picks up a broken tooth from 
the mat. Before the match is over, there will 
be two or three more to pick up. 

BLANK AND PINK 

There is new betting, new odds. Still the 
two dogs fight, soundlessly, never turning 
away. There is a strong odor of sweat, and of 
blood. Both dogs have flecked the mat with 
pink slaver. The black and white dog has be
come black and pink, smeared with blood 
from nose to haunches. 

Suddenly the red dog whirls away, appar
ently in terror, and attempts to leap the side 
of the pit. 

Mr. Podzianowski shouts, "It's a turn!" In 
a turn, one dog turns away, running, refus
ing to fight any longer, and it signals the key 
juncture in the match, called a "scratch." 

The red dog, which has turned (or 
"scratched"), is taken to a corner; the black 
and white is held in its corner. The red is 
released and must within a few seconds re
deem itself and show its courage by again 
attacking the other dog. The red does not, 
and the match is over. 

The quality of ferocity is so highly prized 
that a losing owner is entitled to ask that the 
winning dog demonstrate its ferocity through 
a "courtesy scratch"-that is, that the win
ning dog demonstrate its w1llingness to go on 
by again attacking the loser (which might be 
dead). 

THE STORY OF PEACHES 

Mr. Podzianowski likes to tell of a dog of 
his named Peaches. After a fight in Missis
sippi, which Peaches won by killing the other 
dog, the loser asked for a courtesy scratch 

"Her front leg was broke and sticking 
through the skin at two places. It would jab 
holes in the canvas when she walked. The guy 
said, hell, she couldn't make it over the line 
again, so I let her go. That dog didn't know 
what was wrong, she tried to run at the 
other dog and that stub of a leg would hit 
the floor and she'd tumble. She finally turned 
almost a flip into the boards and landed un
der that dog and dug in. You tell me that dog 
didn't have heart?" 

The second fight of the Chicago match 
continued for over a half-hour before it 
ended with one owner conceding. The owner, 
apparently genuinely concerned, feared his 
dog would die. 

Not so the owner of Lady, the loser of the 
first fight. He would, he said, take her home 
and kill her. No use wasting food, he said. 

s. 3985 
Be it ena~ted by the Senate and House oj 

Representatwes of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That chap
ter 3 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 
"§ 48. Protection of dogs. 

" (a) As used in this section, the term 
'commerce' means commerce between a point 
in any State or possession of the United 
States (including the District of Columbia. 
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico) and 
any point outside thereof, or between points 
within the same State or possession of the 
United States (including the District of 
Columbia and the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico) but through any place outside there
of, or within the District of Columbia, or 
from any foreign country to any point with
in the United States. 

"(b) The Congress hereby finds (1) that 
the practice of promoting, instigating, or 
otherwise conducting, for purposes of sport, 
wagering, or entertainment, any exhibition, 
show, or other program involving a fight be
tween dogs, including dogs bred or trained 
for that purpose, is cruel and inhumane 
treatment of such animals; and (2) that the 
movement of such dogs in commerce ad
versely affects and burdens such commerce. 

"(c) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to ship, transport, or otherwise move, or 
deliver or receive for movement, in commerce, 
any dog which such person knows or has rea
son to know has been bred or trained to 
fight other dogs for purposes of sport, wager
ing, or entertainment. 

"(d) It shall be unlawful for any person to 
ship, transport, or otherwise move, or deliver 
or receive for movement, in commerce, any 
dog which such person knows or has reason 
to know is being so shipped, transported, 
moved, delivered, or received in order to 
utilize such dog, for purposes of sport, wager
ing, or entertainment, in any show, exhibi
tion, program or activity featuring or oth
erwise involving a fight between that dog 
and another dog. 

"(e) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to knowingly promote, conduct, carry on, or 
participate in, for purposes of sport, wager
ing, or entertainment, any show, exhibition, 
program or other activity involv•ing a fight 
between one or more dogs, including a dog 
bred or trained for that purpose, if any one 
or more of such dogs was moved to such 
show, exhibition, program, or activity in 
commerce. 

"(f) Any person who violates any provi
sion of this section shall be punished by a 
fine of not more than $1,000, or imprisonment 
for not more than one year, or both." 

Sec. 2. The analysis of chapter 3 of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following new 
item: 
"48. Protection of dogs.". 

By Mr. CURTIS: 
S. 3987. A bill to prevent importation 

of ectoparasites into the United States. 
Referred to the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, section 
m of title 21 of the u.s. Code dealln.g 
with the importation of wild animals 
into the United States fails to provide 
protection from the introduction of ecto
parasites-insects-which may result in 
the establishment of exotic insect pests 
in our domestic livestock industry. Such 
an event has already occurred with the 
fty Htppobasca longtpennis introduced 
with cheetahs into Texas. California, 
Oregon, and Georgia. These ectopara-
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sites may have more than one animal 
host-the wild animal and domestic 
animals-and may be capable of trans
mitting diseases including diseases not 
already present in the United States. 

The bill I introduce today would give 
the Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service, USDA, the authority to treat im
ported animals for control of ectopara
sites. I hope prompt action can be taken 
by the appropriate committee. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S. 3988. A bill to provide for the prep

aration of State Energy Conservation 
Programs through Federal and State co
operation and shared responsibility, and 
fol;' other purposes. Referred to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I have be
come deeply concerned in recent months 
about the future of America's energy 
conservation efforts. I read reports of in
creased automobile traffic; I hear of 
more and more people violating the 55 
mile per hour speed limit; I feel the 
blasts of cold air that greet you as you 
walk into shopping centers. I marvel that 
we can so quickly forget last winter. The 
only real enforcer of conservation at the 
moment seems to be the high price of 
energy-the most cruel conservation 
technique of all. 

Have we already forgotten last win
ter? Then we were told often that energy 
consumption in the United States more 
than doubled from 1950 to 1973-from 
37,000 trillion Btu's to 76,000 trillion 
Btu's, and that the current annual 
growth rate was five percent per year. 
We heard that U.S. energy consumption 
was far outstrinping its domestic produc
tion, so that the Department of the In
terior was predicting in the fall of 1973 
that we would need to increase imports 
of 250,000 barrels per day just to make 
it through a normal winter. Crude oil 
stocks were 14 million barrels below nor
mal levels. And then the Arab nations 
imposed their embargo on crude oil 
shipments to the United States. The 
country entered into a period that at 
times verged on panic. Is all of this now 
forgotten? The embargo is lifted and 
gasoline flows freely again. We seem not 
to remember that even before the em
bargo regional shortages were being 
predi.cted. May not these shortages re
appear this winter? 

One thing we have not forgotten, I 
daresay, is the cost of petroleum prod
ucts. The price of imports and some 
domestic crude has quadrupled since the 
embargo. It is reflected in the price of 
gasoline at the pump and it is reflected in 
the fuel adjustment charge on every util
ity bill. But still, while we complain, we 
t.ake no real, concerted action to conserve 
the use of "'lergy. 

':'he Congress has created a Federal 
Energy Administration and given it au
thority to carry out conservation pro
grams. I do not believe that we have 
done enough. In the days of the energy 
emergency last year, it was often the 
State and local governments that proved 
willing and able to take decisive action. 
The Federal government seemed para-

lyzed. My staff has made a survey of 
what local governments did and are 
doing in this important area of energy 
conservation. Their research bears out 
the words of John Sawhill, the Admin
istrator of the Federal Energy AC.min
istration, when he said: 

States can take major credit for the suc
cess of the petroleum allocation program 
during the severe shortages of this winter. 
Yet I think the public was not really aware 
of that. By quickly reacting to crises, and 
matching suppliers and buyers at all levels, 
the states were on the front lines while we 
at FEA coordinated the program at the 
national level. 

States also moved quickly to develop 
energy conservation programs that damp
ened demand during and since the em
bargo. Besides conserving energy in state 
facllities, they rallied industry and the 
public for voluntary conservation efforts 
on an unprecedented peacetime scale . 

A strong conservation program can 
also assist our whole economic picture. 
An obvious factor is that decreased use 
of petroleum products may affect the 
world price. Strong conservation is an 
essential to energy independence, and 
unless we slow demand we will never 
achieve independence of expensive for
eign supply. Our economy and those of 
many other nations of the world are still 
suffering from the shocks of the tremen
dous transfers of money from oil con
suming nations to oil producing coun
tries. These shocks may well continue 
unlesr; we can manage to cut down on our 
need for imports. 

As Dr. Arthur Burns of the Federal 
Reserve Board said at a recent hearing 
of the Senate Budget Committee: 

But there is one difficulty that I think is 
very real and it is a dlffl.culty that applies 
more to countries than applies to banks. The 
quadrupling in the price of oil has resulted 
i.n enormous increases in the dollar value 
of imports of countries around the world, 
an enormous flow of funds to the oil export
ing countries. The less-developed countries 
in the world are in very serious difficulty and 
some industrial countries are in difficulty 
as well. And I had felt from the beginning 
that the hike in the price of oil has released 
fl.nancia_l forces on. a scale that is simply 
unimagmable anu l believe that this is the 
most important threat that the world 
financial system faces at the present time. 

We in this country will come through 
reasonably well. I have no doubt about that. 
But what happens elsewhere is bound to 
have an effect on our economy and also 
on our political position in the ent're world. 

At the beginning of the oil crisis we re
acted intelligently. We put through a con
servation program. But we and other coun
tries arcund the world have been getting 
back to our lazy ways of doing bm;iness as 
usual and our conservation program is very 
much weaker. 

Again, at the beginning of this crisis the 
Administration announced a new program, 
Project Independence. I think it was a prop
er response but so far at least as far as my 
limited knowledge goes, Project Independ
ence has been more rhetoric than substance 
and I think that is a serious mistake. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that the 
energy crisis, whatever its cause, has 
gone away. It still remains in tangible 
form through higher prices. Predictions 
are freely ma-de that at least in some 
parts of the country, including my State 

of Delaware, we will be seriously short 
of natural gas, with the possibility of 
serious unemployment as a result. We 
may not have as much coal as we need. 
And considering our profligate use of 
crude oil in the form of gasoline, I worry 
for the coming winter about fuel to heat 
our homes, to power our Electrical gen
erating plants, and to make up for the 
natural gas shortages in industry. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I am 
introducing legislation today that could 
strengthen our conservation efforts. This 
proposal is not a substitute for anything 

. but an additional piece of badly needed 
legislation to deal with our energy prob
lems. In most simple terms, it would 
provide for Federal grants to be made by 
the Federal Energy Administration to 
State governments for the development 
of State energy conservation programs. 
These programs could encompass every
thing from mandatory rationing or allo
cation activities in time of emergency 
to continuing efforts to educate the con
sumer-whether individual or corpo
rate-to the means and real necessity 
of conservation. The emphasis of the bill 
is to have continuous effort, not emer
gency action. 

Congress has already given the Federal 
Energy Administration the authority to 
work with State governments and to pro
vide technical assistance to them in im
plementing energy conservation meas
ures. I believe this would strengthen the 
partnership that was envisioned by the 
earlier law. 

Mr. President, this country faces many 
chall~nges today. In many of them, a 
solutiOn to our energy problems is neces
sary. I believe that this bill ca.n contrib
ute to the solution. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the complete text of the bill 
be printed at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 3988 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "State Energy Con
servation Programs Act of 1974". 

CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS 

SEc. 2. The Congress finds that-
(1) it is necessary that there be available 

for essential uses adequate supplies of en
ergy at a reasonable cost; 

(2) the availability in the past of low cost 
energy has stimulated energy consumption 
and waste through inefficient or unnecessary 
u~; . 

(3) the cost of energy has escalated rap
idly in the past year; 

( 4) expanding uses of finite energy re
sources pose serious economic, social and 
national security problems; 

( 5) increasing dependence on energy sup
plies imported from foreign sources further 
aggravates these problems; 

( 6) shortages of fossil fuels of varying 
severity can be expected to recur over the 
next several years; 

(7) the States have shown great fl.exiblllty 
and adaptab111ty in dea.llng with energy 
problems; and 

(8) many energy conservation activities 
can best be carried out at the local levels 
of government which are closer to the people 
concerned. 
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CONGRESSIONAL DECLARATION OF POLICY 

SEc. 3. The Congress finds and declares 
that it is the national policy (a) to conserve 
fuels and energy resources; (b) to make en
ergy conservation a major element in achiev
ing energy self-sufficiency at reasonable 
costs; and (c) to enlist the talent and re
sources of the States and their subdivisions, 
in cooperation with the Federal Government, 
in planning for and carrying out energy con
sc:vation programs. 

STATE ENERGY CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

SEc. 4. (a) The Administrator of the Fed
eral Energy Administration shall encourage 
each State to prepare a State Energy Con
servation Program which shall set forth the 
actions that can be tal{en by each State to 
encourage or require the conservation of en
ergy resources both on a long-term basis 
and on an emergency basis. Such Programs 
shall be designed to supplement and co
ordinate with Federal energy conservation 
programs and to result in a reduction in the 
growth of energy consumption. 

(b) The Administrator of the Federal En
ergy Administration shall make a determina
tion of the levels of energy conservation con
sistent with national goals to achieve energy 
self-sufficiency to be used as a guide by the 
States in developing their State Energy 
Conservation Programs; but such determina
tion shr.ll not be binding on any State. 

( c J In accordance with regulations pro
mulgated by the Administrator of the Fed
eral Energy Administration, the Administra
tor is authorized, upon application by the 
State, to make a grant to any State govern
ment for the preparation of a State Energy 
Conservation Program. Such grants may 
equal the cost of preparing the Program, but 
such grants shall not be used to carry out 
such a Program. 

(d) State Energy Conservation Programs 
may include: 

( 1 ) actions by the State to manage the 
distrr:mtion of gasoline, home heating fuels 
a TJ. d other energy sources; 

(2) programs to reduce or encourage the 
reduction of the use of electric power, nat
ural g::1s, fuel oil or other fuels in homes and 
in commercial and industrial establishments; 

(3) transportation plans to promote a re
duction in the use of motor vehicle fuels, 
including voluntary restraint in the use of 
motor vehicles, encouragement of alternate 
transportation means, setting highway speed 
limits, promotion of car-pooling arrange
ments, and use of mass transit; 

( 4) programs or facilities for recycling or 
reuse of mate·rials, where feasible, or the use 
of solid wastes for energy production; 

(5) the means of developing cooperative 
working relations between government and 
private groups, as well as among private 
groups, to plan and carry out energy saving 
programs, including the free exchange of in
formation and techniques; 

( 6) the use of building and plumbing codes 
to encourage or require energy conserving 
construction techniques; 

(7) an examination of energy pricing pol
icies, to the extent that they are under any 
control by the State, to assure that they en
courage energy conservation; 

(8) plans for the development of public 
education programs to make clear the need 
for and means of energy conservation; 

(9) organization and procedure for receiv
ing consumer complaints and assuring con

. sumer protection 1n carrying out energy 
conservation programs; 

( 10) actions that the State government and 
its local subdivisions can take in connection 
with its own operations to conserve energy; 

(11) the evaluation of the needs of various 
groups within the State for energy resources 
to assure that a disproportionate burden 1s 
not placed on any one group through a con
servation program and that the economic 

and social impacts of energy conservation are 
equitably borne; 

(12) the role of local governments within 
the State in carrying out the Program; 

( 13) such other activities as may encourage 
energy conservation. 

(e) Each State Energy Conservation Pro
gram shall provide for the designation of an 
existing State agency or the establishment of 
a new agency to represent the Governor in 
continuing efforts of energy conservation and 
to provide coordination of all State agencies 
that may be involved in energy conservation 
activities. 

(f) To the extent appropriate and a.ppli
cable, a State Energy Conservation Program 
may provide programs for encouraging re
sponsible development and utllization of en
ergy resources found within the State in co
ordination with Federal energy research and 
development programs. 

COORDINATION WITH FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS 

SEc. 5. A St ate Energy Conservation Pro
gram may detail the means by which exist
ing Federal grant-in-aid programs could be 
better used to promote energy conservation 
while achieving the original Congressional 
intent for those programs. State energy Con
servation Programs may include proposals 
for Federal financial incentives for the de
velopment and maintenance of public trans
portation systems. 

REPORTS 

SEc. 6. Within one year after the passage 
of this Act, the Administrator of the Federal 
Energy Administration shall report to the 
Congress concerning the State Energy Con
servation Programs that have been prepared. 
In that report he shall recommend what 
Federal financial assistance, if any, should 
be made available to States to implement 
these Programs. 

AUTHORIZATION 

SEc. 7. There is authorized to be appropri
ated the sum of $10,000,000 for the 1975 Fis
cal Year for the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of this Act. 

By Mr. TAFT: 
S. 3989. A bill to assist local areas in 

obtaining reimbursement for construc
tion of public waste treatment works 
r.onstructed prior to July 1, 1972. 
Referred to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing a bill to assist local areas 
in obtaining reimbursement for con
struction of publicly owned waste treat
ment works which were constructed 
with Federal financial assistance granted 
prior to July 1, 1972. 

Public Law 89-234, the Water Quality 
Act of 1965 requdred that States adopt 
water quality criteria applicable to 
interstate waters. The State of Ohio 
adopted water quality standards, in
cluding an implementation plan, in 
April 1967. The implementation plan re
quired that Cuyahoga County install a 
secondary waste treatment facility at 
the Cuyahoga County Sewer District 
No. 6 plant at Rocky River, Ohio, by 
September 15, 1969. 

Delays occurred in the awarding of 
construction contracts, caused by law
suits and difficulty in adopting an acti
vated carbon pile system for the second
ary treatment facility. 

Cuyahoga County had applied for and 
received a Federal R. & D. grant to 
finance a full-scale demonstration proj
ect in August 1968. The original grant 
of $741,000 was given a $250,000 supple-

ment in 1970, to furnish a total grant of 
$991,000, of which $790,000 could be 
used for construction. The rest was to 
be used for research. This grant 
amounts to 25 percent of the total cost 
of the project, which is over $4 million. 
Other communities, which applied di
rectly for construction grants, were given 
from 55 to 75 percent funding for their 
plants. However, because of an apparent 
gap in the law, the Cuyahoga County 
plant was ruled ineligible for construc
tion funds. 

First of all, the Environmental Protec
tion Agency told the Cuyahoga County 
people that there was no longer any 
R. & D. money available for construc
tion, only for research. When the county 
learned this, it applied for construction 
grants, but was told it was not eligible. 
The reason given for the ineligibility was 
complex. 

The definition and interpretation of 
the term, "construction." 

The Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act, Public Law 92-500, section 206(a), 
provides 50 percent reimbursement for 
any publicly owned treatment works on 
which construction was initiated after 
June 30, 1966, and before July 1, 1972. 
Section 212 of the act <Public Law 92-
500) defines "construction" as prelimi
nary planning to determine the feasi
bility of treatment works, engineering, 
architectural, legal, fiscal, or economic 
investigation or studied, surveys, designs, 
plans, working drawings, specifications, 
procedures, or other necessary actions. 
erection, building, acquisition, alteration, 
remodeling, improvement, or extension 
of treatment works, or the inspection or 
supervision of any of the foregoing items. 

Under this definition of "construction," 
Cuyahoga County's waste treatmEnt 
facility would qualify for funding , be
cause contracts for plumbing, ventilat
ing, electrical work, and the activated 
carbon itself were awarded on Jan
uary 27, 1972, and preliminary planning 
had been carried out with R. & D. money. 
The total amount of the contracts 
awarded was $411,000. The agreement 
with the general contractor also was ex
ecuted on that date, but it was later 
voided as a result of a lawsuit, and the 
final contract was awarded on October 2, 
1972. 

Section 35.905-47 of the ru1es and 
regulations published in the February 11, 
1974, Federal Register which apply to 
Public Law 92-500 defines construction 
differently than the law does itself. The 
regs define "initiation of construction" 
as the issuance to a construction con
tractor of a notice to proceed or. if no 
such notice is required, the execution of 
a construction contract. Because the 
January 27 agreement with the general 
contractor was voided by a lawsuit and 
the final contract was not awarded until 
October 2, 1972, Cuyahoga was ruled 
ineligible because of the delays incurred 
by the Cuyahoga County group in begin
ning construction, the Environmental 
Protection Agency placed them on 180-
day notice to begin construction, prior to 
October 18, which was too early to re
ceive construction grants under Public 
Law 92-500, and too late to receive reim
bursement grants. 
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I do not believe that it was the intent 

of the Congress in passing the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to prohibit 
applicants from eligibility if they began 
preliminary construction planning and 
awarded some contracts for that con
struction prior to the date mentioned. 
This was expressly stated in the law, yet 
the regs do not take it into account at 
all. My office has been in touch with the 
EPA and has been told that their inter
pretation of "initiation of construction'' 
is the "issuance to a contractor of a 
notice to proceed ... " as stated in the 
regs, and the establishment of a specific 
date from which the actual, physical 
construction of a project can be 
measured. 

I believe this is a unique case in which 
the congressional intent has been mis
interpreted. I hope the Congress will act · 
expeditiously to rectify this situation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my bill be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 3989 
Be tt enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the Unfted States of 
America tn Congress assembled, That sub
section (a) of section 206 of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act is amended by 
inserting " ( 1) " after " (a) " and by inserting 
at the end thereof the following: 

"(2) Any publicly owned treatment works 
which was constructed with Federal financial 
assistance granted subsequent to June 30, 
1956, and prior to July 1, 1972, under the 

provisions of this Act other than section 8 
as in effect at the time of such grant, shall 
be reimbursed in an amount equal to the 
amount by which the total of such financial 
assistance received is exceeded by 50 per 
centum of the cost of construction of such 
works or 55 per centum where the Adminis
trator determines that such treatment works 
was constructed in conformity with a com
prehensive metropolitan treatment plan de
scribed in paragraph (1) of this subsection.". 

By Mr. CHURCH: 
S. 3990. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide that the 
special minimum primary insurance 
amount thereunder shall be increased
in like manner as other benefits there
under are increased-to take account of 
increases in the cost of living. Referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

IMPROVl:NG SPECIAL MINIMUM BENEFITS 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I intro
duce for appropriate reference, a b111 to 
make improvements in the special mini
mum monthly benefit provision under 
the Social Security Act. 

In 1972, the Congress enacted a new 
special minimum payment for persons 
with low lifetime earnings and a long
term attachment to the social security 
program. 

It was the intent of Congress that this 
special benefit be at least equal to the 
basic Federal payment level under the 
supplemental security income program. 

SSI, which also became law in 1972, 
was designed to build a Federal :floor un
der the· incomes . of the aged, blind, and 
disabled. Today the monthly income 
standards are $146 for qua.Ufying indi
viduals and $219 for couples. 

At present, the special minimum 
monthly payment is computed by multi
plying $9 by an individual's covered em
ployment above 10 years but not greater 
than 30 years. 

Thus, a social security beneficiary, who 
became eligible at age 65 and with 30 
years of covered employment, would be 
entitled to at least $180. In the case of a 
couple similarly situated, their minimum 
payment would be $270-one and one
half times the amount for an individual. 

A few months before the enactment of 
the special minimum monthly payment, 
my cost-of-living adjustment mechanism 
was approved overwhelmingly. 

This automatic escalator, which was 
designed to protect the elderly from in
flation, was adopted as a part of my 20 
percent social security increase. 

However, the new special minimum 
payment was not subsequently included 
within the scope of coverage of the cost
of-living adjustment mechanism, essen
tially for two reasons. 

It was believed that additional time 
was needed to obtain information about 
these beneficiaries to determine whether 
there was, in fact, a clearcut need to in
crease their benefits on a periodic basts; 
and 

There was no cost-of-living adjust
ment mechanism for SSI. 

Events since 1972, however, provide 
compelling reasons for perfecting the 
special minimum monthly benefit. 

The bill that I introduce today is de
signed to implement this goal in two 
key respects: 

First, it would make the automatic 
cost-of-living adjustment mechanism 
applicable to special minimum monthly 
payments. 

Today the vast majority of benefici
aries of Federal income maintenance 
programs have some protection against 
the cruel impact of intlation. More than 
30 million social security beneficiaries 
will receive a cost-of-living increase next 
July. Civil service annuities are raised 
when the inflationary rate is at least 3 
percent. Recently, legislation was ap
proved to provide automatic cost-of
living increases for SSI recipients 
Moreover, efforts are underway to ex
tend similar protection to railroad re
tirees and veterans' pensions. 

This coverage, I strongly believe, 
should now be extended to social secu
rity beneftelarles who receive special 
minimum payments. 

Surely they are no less deserving than 
other social security beneficiaries or 
Federal annuitants. 

Quite to the contrary, they may be in 
greater need of such protection because 
they are struggling on limited, fixed in
comes. In many cases, their special pay
ments constitute the primary source
and in some cases, almost the entire 
amount-of their income. 

At present, approximately 110,000 per
sons receive special minimum monthly 
benefits. Average benefits for retired 
workers now amount to about $162 a 
month. · 

When the 1973 Social Security Amend
ments were considered in the Senate last 
November, a simtlar two-step, 11-percent 
raise was also· provided for persons re-

ceiving special payments. Unfortunately, 
however, this measure was modified in 
conference committee. And the net im
pact is that special minimum benefici
aries received only a 6-percent increase. 

This 1s the primary reason that I have 
adopted a two-pronged thrust for my 
bill. The second part would, in effect, 
pass on the second stage of last year's 
two-step, 11-percent increase for per
sons receiving special minimum pay
ments. This would occur simultaneously 
with the provision to make the automatic 
cost-of-living adjustment mechanism 
applicable for special minimum bene
ficiaries, effective for June 1975. 

The effect of this change is to assure 
that these individuals will receive a com
parable increase in payments as other 
social security beneficiaries did under 
the recent two-stage raise. 

Both of these provisions are urgently 
needed. And I am hopeful that the Con
gress will act promptly and favorably on 
these overdue improvements. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of my bill be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
order~d to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 3990 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, that (a) 
section 215(a) (3) of the Social Security Act 
is amended by strlking out "$9.00" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$9.50". 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall apply with respect to monthly insur
ance benefits und,er title II of the Social 
Security Act for months after May 1975. 

SEc. 2. (a) Section (i) (2) (A) (11) of such 
Act is amended by striking out "(but not 
including a primary insurance amount de
termined under subsection (a.) (3) of this 
section) " and inserting in Ueu thereof the 
following "(with any increase in the special 
minimum primary insurance amount applied 
after the determination of such special mini
mum primary insurance amount under sub
section (a.) (3) of this section)". 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall apply, after the a.ppllcation of section 
1 of this Aot, with respect to monthly insur
ance benefits under title II of the Social 
Security Act for months after May 1975 
(without regard to when the insured indi
vidual became entitled to such benefits or 
when he died). 

By Mr. DOLE: 
S. 3992. A bill to amend section 403 of 

the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to 
require that all monetary bills reported 
for consideration by the House or Senate 
be accompanied by an intlationary im
pact statement, and for other purposes. 
Referred to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, for many 
years it has been recognized that Govern
ment programs and expenditures directly 
and indirectly affect the economic health 
of our Nation. It is now apparent that 
these Government programs can affect 
the economy for better or worse. 

The American people blame U.S. Gov
ernment officials for our current double 
digit intlatlon. The American people are 
entirely justified in pointing their fingers 
in the direction of Washington, D.C., 
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Government programs both currently 
and in the past for major contributions 
to inflation. If action is not taken now, 
Congress will continue to enact legisla
tion and adopt programs which will give 
added support to inflation in the future. 

It is sad but true, but until this moment 
Congress has never really known the 
future impact of its programs. Congress 
adopts new measures without ever ana
lyzing and projecting the impact these 
programs will have. The requirement for 
an inflationary impact statement by the 
House and Senate budget offices will end 
this blind legislative process. Congress 
can now learn in advance what the infla
tionary impact of proposed programs and 
expenditures will be. 

Government programs and expendi
tures can be inflationary in two ways. 
First of all, it is generally recognized that 
Government expenditures are, in many 
circumstances, inflationary. Government 
expenditures add to the demand for a 
good or service. If our economy is already 
producing a particular product at capac
ity, the added demand created by Gov
ernment will not result in an increase in 
usability but merely in higher prices. 
With the inflationary impact statement, 
Members of Congress will be able to de
termine if a proposed expenditure will 
actually result in an increase in usability 
and hence an increase in the well-being 
of Americans or if the Government ex
penditure will only result in higher 
prices. 

But Government expenditures are not 
the only Government area which causes 
prices to increase. In recent years a va
riety of programs have been enacted 
which have resulted in added costs for 
U.S. business. Inevitably these added 
costs have been passed on to the U.S. 
consumer. 

In most cases, the objective and results 
of these programs have been laudable. 
Unfortunately, we have not considered 
what the cost of these programs are. 
They have frequently added to the prices 
of products purchased by American con
sumers. It is now time to consider 
whether or not the benefits of future 
programs will justify the higher prices 
paid by the U.S. consumer. 

The inflationary impact statement will 
provide Members of Congress with the 
information needed to evaluate proposed 
Government programs and expenditures. 
In the past, Members of Congress have 
been voting from the darkness. The in
flationary impact statement will shed 
light on the effect which programs have 
on the prices paid by Americans. Con
gress will now be in a position to better 
evaluate the cost of proposed programs 
and to represent the interests of the 
American people. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

s. 2022 

s. 2433 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
Senator from Kansas <Mr. DoLE) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2433, a bill 
to improve education by increasing the 
freedom of the Nation's teachers to 
change employment across State lines 
without substantial loss of retirement 
benefits through establishment of a Fed
eral-State program. 

s. 3701 

At the request of Mr. MATHIAS, the 
Senator from South Dakota <Mr. Mc
GoVERN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 3701, a b111 to provide that income 
from entertainment activities held in 
conjunction with a public fair conducted 
by an organization described in section 
501 (c), (3), and (5) shall not be unre
lated trade or business income and shall 
not affect the tax exemption of the or
ganization. 

s. 3901 

At the request of Mr. MoNDALE, the 
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBI
COFF), the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH), and the Senator from 
New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 3901, a bill to amend 
the Federal Reserve Act to permit the 
Federal Reserve Board to allocate credit 
to national priority needs. 

s. 3952 

At the request of Mr. PELL, the Senator 
from Minnesota <Mr. MoNDALE) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 3952, the So
cial Security Recipients Fairness Act of 
1974. 

s. 3955 

At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM, 
the Senator from Washington <Mr. 
JACKSON), the Senator from Missouri 
<Mr. EAGLETON), and the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 3955, the For
eign Investment Review Act of 1974. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF CON
CURRENT RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 104 

At the request of Mr. BIBLE, the Sena
tor from Arizona <Mr. FANNIN) and the 
Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON) 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 104, relating to 
the availability of unleaded gasoline and 
related equipment. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 110 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
Senator from Alabama <Mr. ALLEN) was 
added as a cosponsor of Senate Concur
rent Resolution 110, relating to the situ-

. ation in Cyprus. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 399-SUB
:MISSION OF A RESOLUTION URG
ING FULL PUBLIC ACCESS TO 
INFORMATION REGARDING THE 
WATERGATE INVESTIGATION 

At the request of Mr. TuNNEY, the Sen- <Referred by unanimous consent to the 
ator from Kentucky <Mr. CooK) was Committee on Government Operations.) 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2022, the Flex- Mr. MANSFIELD submitted the fol-
ible Hours Employment Act. lowing resolution: 

8. RES. 399 
Whereas, It is paramount to the national 

interest that the American public be made 
fully aware of all facts connected with and 
relating to Watergate matters and the fruits 
of all investigations conducted pursuant 
thereto; and 

Whereas, It is uncertain that there is now 
assured public access to all such facts as 
they are contained in papers, documents, 
memoranda, tapes and transcripts, Be It 
Therefore 

Resolved, That President Ford take all 
steps necessary to assure full public access 
to all facts connected with and relating to 
Watergate matters and the fruits of all in
vestigations conducted pursuant thereto, 
and Be It Further 

Resolved, That except in cases clearly vital 
to the national security interests of the 
United States, President Ford afford the 
American public full access to all such 
papers, documents, memoranda, tapes and 
transcripts originating at anytime during 
the period January 20, 1969 through August 

• 9, 1974 at the earliest practicable time and in 
an adequate and effective manner. 

THE NATIONAL INTEREST RE
QUIRES FULL PUBLIC ACCESS 
TO ALL FACTS AND THE FRUITS 
OF ALL INVESTIGATIONS RE
LATING TO WATERGATE AND 
ALL PAPERS, DOCUMENTS, MEM
ORANDA, TAPES, AND TRAN
SCRIPTS BEARING THEREON 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this 

resolution speaks for itself. It calls upon 
President Ford to assure the American 
people that in the national interest they 
will be provided all of the facts of Water
gate and all of the facts relating to mat
ers connected therewith. 

That the American people are entitled 
to . these facts is unquestioned in my 
judgment; that they are not now assured 
of that opportunity is equally clear, how
ever. 

As I have expressed before, I do not 
criticize President Ford for his actions in 
this matter to date. It is my fervent be
lief that he is a sincere man, who is sin
cerely motivated. 

On the other hand, Watergate and all 
of its ramifications are not now behind 
us. They will not be behind us until the 
record is complete. To accomplish that 
objective in our free and open society 
will require full access by the American 
people to all relevant data and informa
tion. To justify this action I would refer 
to the words of Mr. Justice Story in a 
case cited by Attorney General Saxbe in 
his opinion issued by the White House on 
September 6: 

From the nature of the public service, or 
the character of the documents, embracing 
historical, m111tary, or diplomatic informa
tion, it may be the right, and even the duty, 
of the government, to give them publicity. 
even against the will of the writers." (Fol
som v. Marsh, 2 Story 100, 1841) 

Such a duty and such a right have 
been clearly and amply demonstrated 
with respect to the nature of Watergate 
and to the character of all information 
relating thereto. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the resolution which I now 
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submit be referred to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore <Mr. BENNETT) . Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 392 

At the request of Mr. TAFT, the Senator 
from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS) was 
added as a cosponsor of Senate Resolu
tion 392, concerning the safety and free
dom of Valentyn Moroz, Ukrainian 
historian. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 394 

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the Sen
ator from Montana <Mr. METCALF) was 
added as a cosponsor of Senate Resolu
tion 394, a resolution disapproving the 
alternative plan for pay adjustments for 
Federal employees. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 399 

At the request of Mr. MANSFIELD, the 
Senator from West Virginia <Mr. ROBERT 
C. BYRD) , and the Senator from Mary
land <Mr. MATHIAS) were added as co
~ponsors of Senate Resolution 399, urg
lng full public access to information re
garding the Watergate investigation; 
and 

At his own request, the Senator from 
New York <Mr. JAVITs) was added as a 
cosponsor of Senate Resolution 399, 
supra. 

ENERGY SUPPLY ACT OF 1974 
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO . 1855 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. BARTLETT submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill < S. 3221) to increase the supply 
of energy in the United States from the 
Outer Continental Shelf; to amend the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; and 
for other purposes. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF AN 
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 1850 

At the request of Mr. ABOUREZK, the 
Senator from California <Mr. CRANSTON), 
the Senator from Alabama <Mr. ALLEN), 
and the Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
EAGLETON) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 1850, intended to be 
proposed to the bill (S. 3394, to amend 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and 
for other purposes. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS BY THE COM
MITTEE ON AERONAUTICAL AND 
SPACE SCIENCES 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the hear

ing on S. 2350 and S. 3484, which would 
assign responsibility for operation of the 
earth resources satellite system to a Fed
eral agency, previously scheduled for 

9:30a.m. on September 18 is now sched
uled for 10 a.m. on September 18. 

The Committee on Aeronautical and 
Space Sciences will meet in executive 
session at 9:30 a.m. in room 231 of the 
Russell Office Building to mark up S. 
2495, a bill to amend the National Aero
nautics and Space Act of 1958 to apply 
the scientific and technological expertise 
of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration to the solution of domes
tic problems, and for other purposes. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I wish 

to anounce for the information of the 
Senate and the public that open public 
hearings have been scheduled by the 
Subcommittee on Parks and Recreation 
on September 13, 1974 at 11 a.m. in room 
3110, Dirksen Senate Office Building, on 
the following bills: 

H.R. 14217, to provide for increases in ap
propriation ceilings and boundary changes 
in certain units of the National Park System, 
to authorize appropriations for additional 
costs of land acquisition for the National 
Park System, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 13157, to provide for the establish
ment of the Clara Barton National Historic 
Site, Maryland; John Day Fossil Beds Na
tional Monument, Oregon; Knife River In
dian Villages National Historic Site, North 
Dakota; Springfield Armory National His
toric Site, Massachusetts; Tuskegee Institute 
National Historic Site, Alabama; and Martin 
Van Buren National Historic Site, New York; 
and for other purposes. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON DAIRY 
PRICE SUPPORTS 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, the 
Subcommittee on Agricultural Produc
tion, Marketing and Stabilization of 
Prices of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry will hold a hearing Mon
day, September 30, on dairy price sup
ports. Dairy producers are caught in a 
serious cost-price squeeze and the sub
committee is anxious to hear testimony 
from average dairy farmers on their eco
nomic plight. We also want +.o hear wit
nesses representing consumer groups 
who can present the situation facing the 
average housewife purchasing milk and 
dairy products for her family. The hear
ing will begin at 10 a.m. in room 324, 
Russell Office Building, and witnesses 
will be limited to 10 minutes for their 
oral presentations. Anyone wishing to 
testify should contact the committee 
clerk as soon as possible. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

HEROES, INC. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Presiden-l;, each of 

us, individually and as members of so
ciety, owe a deep debt of gratitude to 
the policemen and firefighters who stand 
ready to come to our assistance when we 
call them. In many cases, they aid us at 
great risk to their own safety and health, 
and in many tragic cases, they are k11led 
in the line of duty. 

Society's response to this dedication 
must be to recognize their contribution 
and our obligation to the well-being of 
their families. Recently, I was privileged 
to be able to participate in the annual 
dinner of Heroes, Inc., an organization 
whose purpose is to provide for the fam
ilies of firefighters and policemen who 
have given their lives. Over 700 persons 
attended the benefit this year. I want to 
call my colleagues' attention to this or
ganization and the cause which it sup
ports. 

I ask unanimous consent that a list 
of those responsible for heroes this year 
be printed in the RECORD, together with 
the text of the prayer offered by the Rev
erend R. Joseph Dooley, chaplain, Cath
olic Police and Firemen's Society. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HEROES, INC. 

COMMITrEE 

Detective Robert G. Denell, Chairman
M.P.D. 

Nicholas Genua, Co-Chairman-Retired 
Det. Sgt., M.P.D. 

Lieutenant Clayton G. Clark, Co-Chair
man-M.P.D. 

Captain James 0. Blackston, Co-Chair
man-U.S. Capitol Police. 

Officer Albert J. Fenstomocher, Co-Chair
man-M.P.D. 

Captain Donald R. Randall, Co-Chatr
man-M.P.D. 

John L. Marshall, Co-Chairman-Andrews
Bartlett & Assoc. Inc. 

Florence "Timmy" Timko-Congressional 
Staff. 

Sergeant William T. Thrower-M.P.D. 
Walter L. Gold-Public Relations. 
Detective Sergeant Marvin R. Gulick, 

Montgomery County Police Department. 
Sergeant Herman E. Payne-D.C.F .D. 
Jack Roberts--Security Officer, Suburban 

Trust Bank. 
James Caulfield-Legal Advisor. 
Thomas Lerch-D.C. National Bank. 
Detective Corporal Vince Schachner, Prince 

Georges County Police Department. 
Robert W. Mogel-Retired Lieutenant, 

D.C.F.D. 
William "Bill" Mayhugh-WMAL Radio. 
Lieutenant Ray Hill-U.S. Capitol Police 

Department. 
Sergeant Rober~ Sharkey-M.P .D. 
Inspector Michael Mague-U.S. Post Office. 
Andrew J. Warhola-Bellamah, Neuhauser 

& Barrett, Inc. 
Thomas F. Kalanevich-Detectlve Agency. 
Lieutenant Buddy F. Jenkins-E.P.S. 
Detective Sergeant Archie C. Hall-Alex-

andria Police Department. 
Officer Lorraine Para.dise-M.P.D. 
Earl Goss-Montgomery County Law Firm. 
Marty Sullivan-Ban}': of Bethesda. 
Sorra-Lee Schwaltzberg-Travel Agency. 
Mimi Meyerson-Hotel Association of 

Washington, D.C. 
Captain William Humphrey-M.P.D. 
Lieutenant Kenneth V. Moreland, Treas

urer-M.P.D. 
Morris "Moe" Bisker-American Sales 

Company. 
Frederick H. Kruelle-Hendrlcks-Miller 

Typographic Co. 
Jerald J. Booth-Formal Attire. 
William "Bill" Gold-District Line, Wash

ington Post. 
Leonard "Bud" Doggett, President, Heroes, 

Inc. 
M.P.D.-Metropolita.n Pollee Department. 
E.P.S.-Executive Protective Service. 
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D.C.F.D.-Dlstrict of Columbia Fire De

partment. 
PRAYER 

Eternal Father, we, the members of Heroes, 
Incorporated, "Honor Every Responsible Of
ficer's Eternal Sacrifice" through our gener
osity, advice, and help to those families of 
police officers and firefighters who have made 
the supreme sacrifice. In our own humble 
way, we strive to 'Pay tribute to those who 
have died in the performance of duty, by 
giving their lives for our protection. These 
brave men and women guarded. us by day 
and night and have ans\vet·ed their last roll 
call. But Heroes won't forget them, Lord, or 
their families and lovel ones; and we pledge 
these families the help and encouragement 
they need to carry on. We remember with 
pride and respect those who have died, 
honoring the departed, by helping the sur
vivors. We will keep faith, Dear God, as long 
as we draw breath, with those who rest in 
Honored Glory. Amen. 

By Reverend R. Joseph Dooley, Chaplain
Catholic Police and Firemen's Society. 

S. 3512, UNEMPLOYMENT COMPEN
SATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on 

May 16, 1974, the distinguished Senator 
from Michig:ln (Mr. HART) and I intro
duced S. 3512, the Unemployment Com
pensation Amendments of 1974. The bill 
provides for basic and comprehensive re
form of the Federal-State unemployment 
insurance system. 

While we must act forcefully to imple
ment economic policies and programs to 
eliminate the high level of unemploy
ment which our Nation is currently ex
periencing, we must also help those who 
are the victims of the current unemploy
ment. 

Unemployment insurance is a Federal
State system, designed to provide tem
porary wage-loss compensation to work
ers as protection against the economic 
haz3.rds of unemployment. Funds accu
mulated from taxes on wages during 
periods of employment permit payments 
of benefits to covered workers during 
periods of unemployment. At the same 
time as the unemployed worker is as
sisted financially while he is looking for 
work, the benefit payments help main
tain purchasing power throughout the 
economy and cushion the shock of un
employment on the economy. In addition 
to helping the worker, the program is de
signed to help the entire economy by 
maintaining spendable income. By main
taining purchasing power, it acts as a 
stabilizing force in the economy, helping 
to prevent an economic downturn from 
gathering momentum and forcing fur
ther declines in consumer purchasing 
power. The benefits are countercyclical 
in effect and help to prevent unemploy
ment from spreading and lasting a 
longer period. 

Unfortunately, our present system un
der which benefits were first payable in 
1939, does not meet the criteria for an 
adequate design. The system has not 
kept pace with the dynamics of our 
economy and the growth in wage level. 
Too many people are still excluded from 
coverage. Of those who are covered, too 
many exhaust their right to benefits be
fore they are able to find employment. 

Even when they are receiving benefits, 
too many workers receive benefit 
amounts which are inadequate when 
compared with rising wages. 

Our unemployment compensation sys
tem came into effect as a result of con
gressional action in 1935. Just as Con
gress had a responsibility to develop a 
program and see that it was enacted into 
law, so too it has a responsibility for 
seeing that the program is modified to 
insure that its basic objectives con
tinue to be met. 

Specifically, this legislation makes six 
changes in present law. 

First, the bill enables a uniform, Fed
eral standard providing for a maximum 
duration of unemployment compensa
tion benefits of 39 weeks. The additional 
13 weeks-weeks 27-39-which will be 
added to the 26 weeks now provided by 
most States, are financed through Fed
eral-State cost sharing. The "trigger" 
for extended benefits is eliminated for 
weeks 27-39. 

Second, the bill would enact Federal 
standards for eligibility for unemploy
ment insurance benefits. A State may not 
require an employee to have in his base 
period for eligibility more than 20 weeks 
work fo:r 39 weeks of unemployment in
surance benefits. 

Third, the bill embodies Federal stand
ards for amounts of compensation the 
weekly benefit amount of any eligible in
dividual for a week of total unemploy
ment must be an amount equal to a 66% 
percent of such individual's average 
weekly wage or an amount equal to the 
maximum weekly benefit payable under 
State law, whichever is lesser. The State 
maximum weekly benefit amount must be 
no less than 100 percent of the state
wide average weekly wage. 

Fourth, the bill extends coverage to 
new categories of workers. Coverage is 
extended to agricultural workers, do
mestics, and State and local government 
employees. 

Fifth, the waiting period, a noncom
pensable period of unemployment in 
which the worker must have been other
wise eligible for benefits, may be no 
longer than 1 week. If an eligible in
dividual has received compensation for 3 
or more weeks in his benefit year, com
pensation will be retroactively paid to 
such individual for the waiting period. 

Sixth, the bill establishes a Special 
Advisory Commission on Unemployment 
Compensation. 

I am pleased and proud to announce 
today that S. 3512 has received the en
dorsement of the AFL-CIO, the UAW, 
and the Teamsters Union. 

These three important elements of or
ganized labor recognize the need for re
form and that S. 3512 promises mean
ingful reform. Their members have ex
perienced the disastrous consequences of 
unemployment; their members have ex
perienced the inadequacies of the current 
Federal-State system; their members 
want reform. 

I am delighted with their support, and 
I know that their support means so very 
much to the prospects for successful pas
sage of this important bill. Once again. 

organized labor has helped in an impor
tant way with the development of criti
cal legislation and with support for its 
prompt passage. 

I ask unanimous consent that letters 
from Mr. Andrew J. Biemiller, director of 
legislation, Am~rican Federation of La
bor and Congress of Industrial Organiza
tions; Mr. Jack Beidler, legislative di
rector, International Union, United 
Automobile, Af>rospace & Agricultural 
Implement Workers of America-UAW; 
and Mr. David Sweeney, political and 
legislative director, International Broth
erhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Ware
housemen & Helpers of America be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
AFL-CIO, 

Washington, D.C. 
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR: We have carefully studied 
S. 3512, a bill to extend and improve the· 
Federal-State unemployment insurance sys
tem, which you introduced on May 16, 1974. 

Recently, the AFL-CIO Executive Council 
said "Despite this danger, (sustained high 
unemployment) the nation is still saddled 
with an obsolete system of unemployment 
compensation incapable of meeting the needs 
of jobless workers." 

The Council statement on "Unemployment 
Insurance" continued, "the glaring defi
ciencies of the entire unemployment com
pensation system merit the immediate atten
tion of the Congress. 

S. 3512 merits the consideration of Con
gress because it meets the present deficiencies 
in our Federal-State unemployment insur
ance system. 

First, it includes the thousands of work
ers who after 39 years remain without the 
protection of unemployment insurance, 
namely, agricultural and domestic workers 
and public employees. 

Second, it sets a minimum standard na
tionwide in the determination of eligibiUty. 

Third, it fixes a minimum weekly benefit 
amount for each state that is related to the 
economy of the state. 

Fourth, it approaches the problem of the 
"waiting period" in the same manner which 
has so long been accepted in the field of 
workmen's compensation. S. 3512 extends 
unemployment insurance to 39 weeks. 

Fifth, without the use of "triggers," whlch 
nave served the unemployed so badly that the 
Congress has had on six different occasions 
to remove temporarily one of the phases of 
the two part trigger. 

We believe S. 3512 will underwrite the 
basic needs of the unemployed worker to 
weather his unemployment and provide as is 
often claimed the first bulwark against de
pression. 

We commend you for introducing S. 3512. 
We will urge its support by the Congress. 

Sincerely, 
ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, 

Directo1·, Department of Legislation. 

UAW, 
Washington, D.C. 

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE, 
u.s. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: For years, the 
UAW has sought realistic and meaningful 
reform of the unemployment insurance sys
tem to make it more responsive to the needs 
of America'R working men and women. The 
legislation you are planning to introduce 
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embodies the most important of the reforms 
we seek, and we hope the Congress will act 
favorably upon the proposals contained in 
your bill. 

On behalf of the UA W, I wish to express to 
you our continued support for the kind of 
needed reforms proposed in your unemploy
ment insurance legislation. Your concern 
about this Vitally-important issue is appre· 
cia ted. 

Sincerely, 
JACK BEIDLER, Legislative Director. 

INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OJ' 
TEAMSTERS, CHA"C'JTEURS, WARE
HOUSEMEN AND HELPERS OF 
AMERICA, 

Ron. WALTER F. MONDALE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

WasMngton, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: On behalf of the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, I 
endorse your proposed revision of our present 
unemployment compensation laws. 

Of particular concern to our organiza
tion is the extension of unemployment in
surance benefits to those who, because of the 
accident of occupation, have not been uni
formly entitled to participate in a compre
hensive insurance program. Thus, we encour
age your inclusion of coverage for farm 
workers, domestics and state and local em
ployees. 

In addition, we believe that your proposal 
represents a fair and reasona;ble approach to 
worker e11gib111ty for compensation and the 
amount of weekly benefits to which an in
dividual is entitled. 

With regard to a worker's e11gib1Uty we be
lieve that special interests in the various 
States have, in many instances, combined 
to deny workers the opportunity to receive 
unemployment compensation, notwithstand
ing the fact that these people are as entitled 
to participate as any other working person. 
In or view, the only reasonable solution to 
such a matter is the es·ta.blishment of Federal 
standards. 

Again, in the spirit of reasonableness, your 
formula for compensation amounts recog
nizes that there are variations among in· 
dividual States as to the amount a person 
should receive in unemployment compensa
tion. 

Senator, in summary, we believe your pro
posal for improvements in unemployment 
compensation will not only prove beneficial 
to those workers who should be affirmatively 
included with in the provisions of an un
employment compensation law, but will also 
improve the status of those who are currently 
eligible for these benefits. 

Thank you for your consideration in this 
ma.tter. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID A. SWUNEY, 

Political and Legislative Director. 

PROPOSED VA CEMETERY IN CO
LUMBIA, S.C. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on 
June 27, 1974, I introduced a bill to pro
vide for the establishment of a national 
cemetery in or near the city of Colum
bia, S.C. 

Since that time, several bills have been 
introduced in the House of Representa
tives to accomplish a similar p~rpose. 

The Greater Columbia Chamber of 
Commerce has passed a resolution me
morializing the Congress to consider 
actively a national cemetery in the 
Greater Columbia, S.C., area. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to call 

this resolution to the attention of my 
colleagues and ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 
A Greater Columbia Chamber of Commerce 

resolution memorializing Congress to ac
tively consider locating a national ceme
tery in the Greater Columbia, S.C., area 
Whereas there are only about 6,500 re-

maining grave sites in the two national ceme
teries already in existence in South Caro
lina, those being in Beaufort and Florence; 

And, whereas there are now over 300,000 
veterans living in South Carolina; 

And, whereas a great many veterans would 
wish to be interred in a national cemetery; 

And, whereas there is a military establish
ment, Fort Jackson, in the Greater Columbia 
area to provide troops for appropriate honors; 

And, whereas the Columbia area is cen
trally located and accessible to a large por
tion of this state; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the 
Greater Columbia Chamber of Commerce 
urges the United States Congress to con
sider development of a national cemetery in 
the Greater Columbia area which could meet 
the burial needs of the many veterans of 
this state as well as of the southeast. 

TRIBUTE TO JOHN FRANCIS 
SHELLEY 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, John 
Francis Shelley was a big and vibrant 
man, full of compassion and hope and 
deep and great love for his native San 
Francisco. He served that city well in 
many capacities-in the California State 
Senate from 1938 to 1946 and then in 
Congress from 1949 to 1964 and then, 
crowningly, as mayor from 1964 to 1968. 

Even after he left city hall, he con
tinued to serve his city as her represen
tative to the State legislature and ad
ministration. 

Additionally, he helped build labor into 
a unified and potent force in California, 
serving as St~te president of the Amer
ican Federation of Labor from 1947 to 
1949. 

He was a true son of San Francisco, 
loving each of her neighborhoods, her 
splendid vistas, hailed wherever he went 
in "The City," as he called her, as "Jack," 
as persons in all walks of life affection
ately called him. 

His heart was open to the suffering of 
the poor, and, as mayor, he pursued pro
grams of renewal and rebuilding that re
shaped crumQling neighborhoods and 
brought hope where there only had been 
despair. 

When, in the mid-1960's, summer ten
sions ignited cities across our land, May
or Shelley marched resolutely and calmly 
when riots threatened his city. A tall man 
well over 6 feet, he stood clearly sil
houetted in the midnight glare that tense 
summer of 1966. He ignored police warn
ings to take cover. He simply talked with 
the persons he confronted in the street, 
and tensions began ebbing. 

Brave, full of energy and drive for so 
many years of dedicated and impressive 
public service, Jack Shelley shall be 
missed. 

He died in the city he loved, and all 
San Franciscans grieved. 

THE WORLD POPULATION 
CONFERENCE 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, this 
week the United Nations Conference on 
Population is being held in Bucharest, 
Romania. Many of the developed nations 
of the world are painfully a ware of the 
need to control geometrically expanding 
population. We are beginning to recog
nize the interrelated nature of food sup
plies, natural resources, urban problems, 
pollution, and population. The most im
portant result that can be gained 
through the Bucharest conference is to 
insure the developing areas of the world 
are aware of the mistakes that we in the 
already developed countries have made. 
There is no need to repeat those mis
takes. 

On August 18, both the Washington 
Post and the New York Times provided 
very thoughtful articles on world popu
lation. The Washington Post excerpted 
and adapted parts of Lester R. Brown's 
latest book "In the Human Interest: A 
Strategy To Stabilize World Population, 
for their purposes. Lester R. Brown, 
senior fellow of the Overseas Develop
ment Council, is one of the most thought
ful analysts of population problems. The 
New York Times article by Michael S. 
Teitelbaum, program officer in the pop
ulation office of the Ford Foundation also 
provides a thoughtful and balanced view 
of the world population problem. I ask 
unanimous consent that these articles be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Aug. 18, 1974] 

How MANY MORE PEOPLE? 
(By Lester R. Brown) 

In an increasingly interdependent world 
each person added to the population, however 
poor and wherever born, exerts an additional 
claim on the earth's food, energy and other 
resources. 

In an earlier age the addition of another 
person to the world population was of little 
consequence, since resources far exceeded 
man's wlldest visions of potential needs. 
The supply of primary commodities exceeded 
effective demand, resulting in chronically 
depressed prices and markets highly favor
able to buyers. Vast areas of fertlle land 
awaited the plow. Petroleum reserves were 
greater than envisaged needs. Fresh water 
was in abundant supply, and the earth's ca
pacity to absorb waste far exceeded man's 
discharge of it. Forests grew faster than trees 
were cut. There appeared to be more fish in 
the ocean than man could ever hope to catch. 

Suddenly all this is changing. The as· 
sumption of boundless abundance of raw 
materials is being replaced by the prospect 
of chronic scarcity for many vital ones. 
World markets for energy and protein are 
being converted from buyers' to sellers' mar
kets. These and other changes, which be• 
came abruptly apparent in the early Seven
ties, suggest that we may be on the verge 
of one of the great turning points in hu
man history. 

Present population projections assume 
that the final quarter of the century wm be 
largely an extrapolation of the one just end
ing. United Nations projections, prepared 
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for the World Population Conference start
ing Monday in Bucharest, foresee world 
population, now approaching 4 billion, 
reaching anywhere from 10 to 16 billion by 
·2100 or shortly after. The future path deemed 
"most likely" by U.N. experts involves a 
global population stabilized at just over 12 
billion. But is such a prospect desirable, or 
even likely? 

The assumptions underlying the U.N. 
projections are exclusively demographic in 
nature, dealing with such matters as fer
tility behavior and life expectancy. They do 
not examine the effects of these projected. 
population increases on energy requirements, 
thermal pollution, waste generation, resource 
scarcity, ecological stress, unemployment 
levels or inflation. In short, population may 
be too big an issue and too complex to be 
left to demographers alone. Population 
projections which do not incorporate data 
from ecologists, agronomists, resource spe
cialists, meteorologists and human toxicolo• 
gists may not be either realistic or useful. 

PRESSURES ON FOOD 

From now on, population growth w111 ag
gravate virtually all the important prob
lems facing mankind. In addition, new 
-stresses resulting from population growth 
are beginning to appear. 

The pressure of continuously rising de
mand for food is beginning to ecologically 
undermine major food-producing systems. 
In Africa, over the past 35 years, a doubling 
of human and livestock population along 
the southern fringe of the Sahara has re
sulted in overgrazing and deforestation, en
couraging the southward movement of the 
desert at rates up to 30 miles per year. 
Initially, the expanding desert affected only 
six sparsely populated countries containing 
22 million people, but now the drought has 
reached parts of more populous countries, 
such as Nigeria and Ethiopia. In effect, 
Africa is losing a sizable slice of its total 
food-producing capability while its popu
lat ion continues to multiply at a record rate. 

The Indian subcontinent provides another 
dramatic example of severe ecological over
stress. As population growth continues, the 
subcontinent is being progressively deforest
ed. Deforestation in the Himalayas and the 
surrounding foothills is a serious matter, 
for this is where the subcontinent's major 
river systems-the Indus, Ganges and Brah
maputra-<>riginate. The result of this trend 
is quite predictable: the frequency and 
severity of flooding must surely increase. 
Since the deforestation is continuing, it 
seems certain that flooding in Pakistan, 
India, Nepal and Bangladesh in the future 
will be even worse than in the past. In 
effect, deforestation is gradually undermin
ing the subcontinent's food-producing capac
ity, casting a cloud over the future of its 
750 million people. 

Stlll another major food-producing sys
tem being adversely affected by the pressure 
of growing demand is oceanic fisheries. Only 
recently the ocean was viewed as an almost 
limitless source of protein, but the outlook 
has been sharply altered over the past few 
years. From 1950 to 1970 the world fish catch 
climbed steadily, more than tripling, from 21 
to 70 milllon tons. Since then, the catch 
has declined for three consecutive years, 
even while investment in fishing fieets and 
processing facilities continues to expand. 
Over fishing, depleted stocks and declining 
catches are becoming commonplace in areas 
ranging from the haddock fishery in the 
northwest Atlantic to the anchovy runs off' 
the western coast of Latin America. 

li'EELING THE PINCH 

As global population pressure bullds, it 
contributes to resource scarcity and infla
tion. Virtually every country is now threat
ened by two-digit inflation, including some, 
such as the United States, which have 
traditionally avoided it. Increasingly, econo-

mists are beginning to realize that monetary 
and fiscal policy cannot cope with the type 
of inflation now being experienced. Gradual
ly it is being recognized that projected de
mand trends must be modified by slowing 
population and by simplifying lifestyles. 

Continuing population growth is begin
ning to reduce individual options and im
pinge upon individual freedoms. For example, 
Americans are faced with the prospect of ra
tioned visits to national parks because of 
overcrowding. Over the past several decades, 
growing population pressure has greatly re
duced opportunities for international 
migration. 

In the years ahead national governments 
almost certainly wlll impose restrictions on 
international travel. This is likely to occur 
first in those countries, such as Spain, Greece, 
Jamaica, or, eventually, Kenya, where the 
number of tourists per year may begin to 
exceed the local population, competing with 
them for local services and amenities. Un
til now, the principal constraint on inter
national travel was the ab111ty to purchase 
an airline ticket; soon, overpopulation may 
also be a constraint. 

The costs of continuing population growth 
are many, and in different countries they 
may take different forms. Within the United 
States the costs of population growth are 
recognized much more clearly at the local 
level than at the national level. It is in local 
communities, where air and water pollution, 
traffic congestion and crowding are felt, that 
resistance to population growth is deep and 
growing deeper. Communities from Maine to 
California are seeking means to limit local 
population growth, not all of them constitu
tional. 

OVERNIGHT CHANGES 

Other countries are starting to respond to 
the costs of population growth. In Japan two 
years ago a government appointed commis
sion recommended an increase in birth rates 
in order to help overcome the shortage of 
labor plaguing the Japanese economy. A few 
months ago a second commission reversed 
the earlier recommendation and suggested 
Japan reduce its birth rate and seek to sta
b111ze its population. The reason for the 
reversal: a deteriorating enylronment, and 
continuing outbreaks of environmentally in
duced 1llnesses and deatlis. Concern over en
vironmental degradation among the Japa
nese has reached the point where it is capa
ble of unseating a government not responsive 
to it. 

Only two years ago the Mexican govern
ment was one of the most pro-natalist in the 
world. The policy changed almost overnight, 
with announcement of a program to establish 
several hundred family planning clinics. The 
Mexican government had been frightened by 
the analyses of its economic planners. Even 
though Mexico had achieved a highly re
spectable 7 per cent ra.te of economic growth, 
it simply was not creating jobs rapidly 
enough to accommodate the young people 
coming into the labor force. Rising unem
ployment among young people concentrated 
in urban areas is a sure formula for social 
and political unrest. 

In some countries the lack of fresh water 
is generating deep concern. In Egypt the 
event that jolted the leadership into action 
on family planning was the realtzation that 
population growth during the construction 
of the vast Aswan dam would totally absorb 
the additional food production it made pos
sible. 

Even a country as rich in resources as 
Brazil must use extreme caution. Its cereal 
deficit has expanded steadily in recent years 
until by 1973 it had the largest cereal deficit 
in the Western hemisphere. This provides 
further evidence that a generous endowment 
of resources alone is· not sufficient to over
come the arithmetic of exponential popula,.. 
tion growth. 

A DIFFICULT GOAL 

Sustained, rapid, population growth is so 
recent that there has not yet been time to 
grasp the arithmetic. Most of us understand 
the short-term effects of a 3 per cent popula
tion growth on the need for food, water, 
housing and education, but how many realize 
that such a seemingly innocuous rate of 
growth results in a 19-fold increase within 
a century? 

As we better understand the arithmetic of 
exponential population growth, and the full 
costs of continuing on the current demo
graphic path, it seems certain that the neces
sity of departing from this path will become 
broadly recognized. The ecological stresses 
and resource scarcities already evident make 
the task more urgent. Difficult as it may 
seem, I believe we should try to stabllize 
world population at 6 billion by the year 
2015. 

Many fam111ar with the built-in momen
tum of population growth wlll declare this 
target unrealtstic and unattainable. And this 
is understandable, for it wlll not be easy. 
The only thing more difficult is trying to feed, 
clothe, educate and house the projected 
populations. The population with which 
many countries will be confronted, even if 
they meet this proposed global timetable for 
stabllizing at 6 billion, makes the prospect 
of not meeting it equally impossible to 
imagine. This timetable shows India going 
from 565 million to 968 mUlion, Mexico going 
from 55 million to 103 million, and Egypt 
somehow supporting not 35 Inlllion but 61 
m1111on. 

The strategy for stabilizing world popula
tion at 6 bllllon divides the world into two 
parts: developed and developing. The de
veloped countries would be asked to stabilize 
their populations by 1985, much as East Ger
many, West Germany and Luxembourg have 
done in the past few years. In West Germany, 
population growth came to a halt in 1972 
when the crude birth rate (annual births 
per thousand population) declined to 12, 
exactly balancing the crude death rate of 
12. The United States crude birth rate, drop
ping from 26 to less than 15 over the past 
15 years, must drop another five points to 
balance the death rate of slightly less than 
10 in order to stabilize its population (ex
cluding immigration). 

For the developing countries, population 
stabilization could be approached in two 
phases. The first would involve reducing 
their crude birth rates, now ranging from 20 
to nearly 50, to 25 by 1985, essentially the 
same as that of the United States in 1958. 
Several developing countries, including Bar
bados, Taiwan, Mauritius, Hong Kong, Chile 
and Singapore, have already done so. Several 
other countries, including Sri Lanka, South 
Korea, Cuba and China, have reduced their 
crude birth rate below 30. If these countries 
can then maintain their birth rate at this 
level or lower until the year 2005, then the 
sharply reduced age group born between 
1975 and 1985 wlll be entering the reproduc
tive years. The developing countries could 
then repeat what the developed countries 
are being asked to do between now and 
1985-that is, bring births and deaths into 
balance, thereby stabilizing their popula
tions. 

BIRTH AND TAXES 

Under this timetable, no country, de
veloped or developing, would be asked to do 
anything which some countries have not 
already done. We do not yet know how rapid
ly births can be reduced if national govern
ments make an all-out effort, simply because 
so few governments have done so. Of the 
160 or so countries in the world probably no 
more than two-Singapore and China-have 
come close to making an all-out effort. These 
countries have systematically examined the 
entire range of social and econoinlc policies, 
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seeking to reshape them so as to reduce 
births. 

Among the more important national eco
nomic and social policies influencing birth 
rates are tax policy, the minimum age of 
marriage, old age social security, both educa
tion and employment opportunities for 
women, and the availabUity of family plan
ning services. 

Tax policy can influence birth rates, par
ticularly in the number of children for 
whom deductions can be claimed and as in 
differing tax rates for married and single in
dividuals. The United States permits income 
tax deductions for an unlimited number of 
children. The Philippines now limits deduc
tions to four. 

Raising the minimum age of marriage, in 
effect the Irish solution to overpopulation 
during the late 19th Century, can contribute 
directly to reducing family size. In China 
today, the minimum recommended age of 
marriage for men is 28, for woman 26 Other 
developing countries are also raising the age 
of marriage, though none have gone as far 
as China. 

One of the strongest motivations for hav
ing large families is the desire by parents in 
developing countries to insure security in 
their old age. Thus social security programs 
can contribute to a reduction in family size. 
In Socialist countries such as China, the pro
duction team or commune increasingly as
sumes responsibility for the elderly, thus 
reducing the need to depend on children. 

Equal employment and career oprortuni
ties for women can provide an alternative to 
child-bearing and child-rearing. In coun
tries such as the Soviet Union, West Ger
many and the United States this appe.ars to 
be contributing to a steady d ~:::line in birth 
rates. The notion that there are a:ternative 
means of self-fulfillment to childbearing is, 
for most traditional societies at le.ast, a rather 
radical idea. 

Trends in fertility are strongly influenced 
by the socio-economic environment in which 
pesple live. The historical record indicates 
that human fertility does not usually decline 
rapidly until certain basic social needs .are 
satisfied. Birth rates do not normally drop 
voluntarily in the absence of an assured food 
supply, reduced infant mortality rate3, liter
acy, and .at least rudimentary health services. 

The ready availability of a full range of 
family planning services, including con
traceptives and advice, is essential. Invest
ment in this activity probably p.ays a greater 
dividend than in any other area. In some 
developing countries fully 80 per cent of the 
population lacks ready access to family plan
ning services. The estimated 40 million in
duced abortions each year .around the world 
attests in part to the existence of this lack. 

The United Nations fund for population 
activities estimates the annual cost for pro
viding family planning services at about $1 
per person in .3. developing country. Using 
this estimate, it would require about $2 bil
lion to make available family planning serv
ices throughout the developing countries, ex
cluding China. Even if this figure were 
doubled to allow a possible underestimate, it 
would still be a trivial sum compared with the 
scale of the problem and the costs of fa111ng 
to respond to this new threat to the well 
being and security not only of ourselves but 
of our children. 

[From the New York Times, Aug. 18, 1974] 
NoT EVERYONE CAN HEAR A PoPULATION 

EXPLOSION 

(By Michael S. Teitelbaum) 
It is hardly news that the explosive rates 

of world population growth threaten to over
whelm the development efforts of the "Third 
World" and lead to Malthusian famine, dis
ease and despair. The alarms have been 
raised worldwide. Why, then, is there a need 
for the big United Nations conference on 
population, starting tomorrow in Bucharest? 

The melancholy fact is that there is hardly 
any intellectual or political agreement as to 
the reality of, much less the solution to, the 
problem of overly rapid growth. 

Son;.e developing countries, including 
China and India, have recognized the prob
lem and adopted policies designed to cope 
with it; the results range from major suc
cess to fundamental failure. But the leaders 
of a large number of countries either reject 
rapid population growth as a problem, or 
give it low priority and believe that little 
need be done to cope with it. 

World population growth now is 2 per 
cent a year, implying a doubling of the popu
lation every 35 years. In some developing 
countries the growth rate is 3.5 per cent, i.e., 
a doubling time of only 20 years. 

Such rates dwarf the rates of 19th-century 
Europe, which averaged about 0.7 per cent. 
These latter rates eventually declined "nat
m·ally" (i.e., in the . absence of government 
policies) but this so-called European Demo
graphic Transition took many decades. 

In addition, the diffi.culties now of pro
viding capital investment, housing and food 
for the rapidly expanding populations has 
negated much of the impact of economic 
progress in developing countries. 

The countervatling arguments the pre
dominant positions in some parts of the 
world, particularly Africa and much of Latin 
America, fall into five categories. 

The Pro-natalist view has a long history. 
It is fair to say that strongly pro-natalist 
forces were characteristic of every society 
that survived up to the modern epoch, be
cause throughout most of mankind's exist
ence it was only through high fertility levels 
that societies could compensate for their 
devastating mortality. Since the substantial 
mortality declines of the 19th and 20th cen
turies, the Pro-natalist position has held 
variously that rapid population growth is a 
stimulus to economic growth by providing an 
increasing labor supply and demand for 
goods; it is crucial for the protection of cur
rently underpopulated areas from covetous 
neighbors; or it is thought to increase a na
tion's military and political ,ower. 

The Problem Elsewhere theory sees "popu
lation problems" such as food scarcity and 
resource depletion as the resu lts of wasteful 
productive activities of the rich countries 
rather than of the high fertility of the poor 
countries. Another argument is that the 
problems attributed to overly rapid popula
tion growth are actually results of inappro
priate patterns of concentration. There is 
plenty of land and resources, goes this argu
ment; the need is for oolicies to redistribute 
population more evenly. 

The Anti-colonialism view is based on the 
belief that restraint is being urged on the 
developing nations by the developed nations 
to serve their own ends. Such efforts are seen 
as designed to maintain the status quo of 
unequal power. Alternatively, the import
ance attached to restraint of growth is really 
an effort to "buy development cheaply" in
stead of providing the massive investment 
required for true social and economic prog
ress. 

Naturalistic Optimism is perhaps the most 
common pattern of thought. Proponents 
point out that Malthus was wrong in 1798 
when he predicted that population growth 
would soon outstrip available food and re
sources. Improvements in technoloay will 
show the "ne,o-Malthusian" predictions of 
today to be equally mi1'guided. 

But the best available scientific evidence 
supports a less simplistic view. In the long 
term, social and economic development may 
be a necessary condition for fertility declines 
to low levels, but it is clearly not sufficient to 
bring about needed declines in the near- and 
medium-term future. 

There is extensive opposition to policies 
stemming from mere Mathematical Misper
ception. Many national leaders see little ur
gency in. rapid population growth because 

they believe that such growth can be "turned 
off" when a "suitable" population is reached. 
Their assumption is that growth will stop 
when fertility levels are reduced to replace
ment level (an average fertility level of just 
over two children per woman, which is re
quired to replace the present population of 
reproductive age). Fertility at present aver
ages two to three times the replacement level 
in most developing countries. 

GROWTH "MOMENTUM" 

The mathematical realities are otherwise. 
Population growth has a "momentum" due 
to the "young" population resulting from 
recent growth. The more rapid the recent 
rate of growth, the greater the momentum 
for future growth. With modern developing, 
countries, even an immediate reduction of 
fertil1ty to replacement level (obviously a 
near-impossibility) would lead certainly to 
a population increase of 75 percent to 125 
per cent from 1970 levels. This momentum is 
long-term; populations would continue to 
grow for 60-70 years before growth would 
cease. 

Some of these arguments reflect serious 
concerns and have limited evidence to sup
port them. Patterns of consumption in the 
developed world do affect the avallab111ty and 
price of commodities required by develop
ing countries (and vice versa). Very rapid 
urbanization does affect the quality of life. 
Poverty, illiteracy, maldistribution of wealth 
and the absence of old-fashioned security do 
affect fertility. 

However, none of this justifies the conclu
sion that policies directed specifically to 
population concerns are therefore unneces
sary. The problems wlll not be solved by such 
simplistic "either/or" arguments. 

It is abundantly clear that the population 
growth and the resultant momentum for 
future growth severely restrict t he ability 
of many nations to achieve their develop
ment goals. In no case is the objective an 
immediate cessation of population growth; 
this is hardly feasible in view of the momen
tum factor . Instead, the objective is to 
slow growth and reduce the force of 
momentum so that a new equilibrium is 
possible during the 21st century. 

ECONOMIC FUNDAMENTALIST-
RICHARD L. f;TROUT ON THE 
VIEWS OF ALAN GREENSPAN 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Rich
ard L. Strout of the Christian Science 
Monitor is without peer in the breadth of 
insight he shows in his journalistic cover
age of the Government. He has just writ
ten an article for the September 14 1974 
issue of the New Republic, wl:ere heals~ 
doubles as TRB, on the nomination and 
confirmation of Alan Greenspan as 
Chairman of the Council of Economic 
Advisers. 

ANTEDILUVIAN VIEWS 

As those of us who have met Mr. 
Greenspan and have heard him know 
he is a delightful, intelligent and 
sophisticated human being. At th~ same 
time he holds economic views which can 
best be described as "antediluvian" 
which literally means ''born before the 
flood." 

In his confirmation hearing he said 
he opposed the antitrust laws and the 
progressive income tax. He looks upon 
consumer protection legislation as an 
interference in the free market. 

Obviously in a free society one wel
comes divergent and even radical or 
iconoclastic views. But ordinarily we do 
not place such persons in charge of our 
affairs, especially at a time of economic 
crisis. 
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ADMINISTERED PRICE INCREASES 

One of the key points is that in a series 
of industries-steel, autos, chemicals, oil, 
and nonferrous metals-we are witness
ing the brutal exercise of sheer economic 
power. At a time of roaring inflation 
prices rise as production is reduced. In 
a truly competitive economy or industry, 
an increase in price would bring forth 
an increase in production or a decrease 
in production would follow a fall in 
prices. But not so in these industries. 
They are concentrated industries which 
can deliberately reduce production to 
keep prices high-and they are doing it 
with a vengeance. 

INFLATION CAUSED BY CONCENTRATED 

INDUSTRIES 

This is the fun dam en tal basis of our 
inflation. We do not have a demand in
flation with too much money chasing too 
few goods. We do not have a wage-push 
inflation where wage increases outstrip 
productivity and hence unduly add to 
costs. But we do have an administered 
price inflation in the concentrated in
dustries. 

A major way to deal with this is 
through the vigorous enforcement of the 
antitrust laws-laws which the new 
Chairman of the Council of Economic 
Advisers eschews. 

It is too sad even for irony. In the 
name of free competition and laissez 
faire Mr. Greenspan refuses to support 
actions which can bring competition. 

It is like the football player who loves 
the game and competition so much he is 
unwilling to have any rules. 

Mr. Greenspan, with all his intelli
gence, essentially supports the jungle 
and economic anarchy rather than com
petition. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Strout's excellent article be printed in 
full in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: , 
[From the New Republic, Sept. 14, 1974] 

ECONOMIC FUNDAMENTALIST-CHAmMAN 
GREENSPAN 

(By Richard L. Strout) 
I confess that Alan Greenspan startles me. 

He is President Ford's new top economic 
adviser. I heard Sen. Proxmire ask hiin ques
tions in an otherwise all but deserted Bank
ing Committee room recently and my as
tonishment grew. So, I think, did Proxmire's. 
Witness testified, without notes, with an 
earnestness and sincerity that left no doubt 
of his conviction. At a big financial loss he 
is leaving his Wall Street consulting firm of 
Townsend-Greenspan & Co. (where he has 
been on retainer for 100 corporations among 
the largest in the country, including almost 
all of the nation's 10 biggest banks) and he 
is willing to serve in Washington at a time of 
economic crisis. 

What are his views? That is what 1s extra-
ordinary. 

He opposes the antitrust law. 
He opposes the progressive income tax. 
He opposes consumer legislation as an in-

tererence with the free economy. 
He subscribes to a form of laissez-faire 

capitalism tha(has been elevated into a cult 
called objectivism. Its leader is controversial 
author-philosopher Ayn Rand, with a dogma 
that she terms "rational selfishness" (and 
that sounds like economic Darwinism). Mr. 
Gree~span graduated summa cum laude 

from New York University's School of Com
merce, with graduate work at the University 
of Chicago. 

Miss Rand appears to have done more in 
shaping his views than did Dr. Arthur Burns, 
chairman of the Fede.ral Reserve Board, a 
former teacher. Bespectacled Mr. Greenspan 
agrees that his 20-year association with Miss 
Rand helped to wean him from an earlier 
liberalism and other "mistaken policies." 

"Alan is my disciple philosophically," Rus
sian-born Miss Rand, 69, author of The 
Fountainhead and Atlas Shrugged, said re
cently. 

To put the thing in context consider re
cent developments. The world economy and 
banking system are under great strain. Food 
is everywhere short, and the on producers 
have quadrupled the price with the effect of 
imposing a kind of excise tax of $60 or $70 
billion annually on the consumers, at the 
same time that the producers' extraordinary 
new income is sloshing about the hard
pressed international exchange system. 

In this crisis the United States is theore
tically a balance wheel, a stab111zing force; 
America's GNP is almost one-third of the 
free world's total GNP. But America is in
fected with plague too, and is running the 
highest inflation fever in peacetime history. 
The housing industry is prostrate from lack 
of capital (which has been dried up by the 
anti-infiationary restrictive policies of the 
Fed), and the industrial average of stocks 
has plunged from a high of 1050 in 20 
months to below 700. 

For anybody who went through the '30s it 
causes shivers. Inflation in Germany, for ex
ample, wiped out the middle class and 
brought Hitler. Times have changed. In 
those days on the American streets the 
threadbare poor sold apples for a nickel; 
they would charge a quarter today. 

And so Alan Greenspan comes to Presi
dent Ford. He will help to guide and direct 
his economic course. He has been confirmed 
as chairman of the three-man Council of 
Economic Advisers by the Senate without a 
record vote and with only three senators 
speaking. Of the 10 men who have been CEA 
chairman since the Employment Act of 1946 
created the council "to promote maximum, 
employment, production and purchasing 
power," Greenspan is only the second with
out a Ph.D. (possibly a good thing) and he 
is far and away the most conservative. Per
haps conservative isn't the word. Under ideo
logical relativity if you go far enough around 
the circle you emerge as a radical. How Mr. 
Greenspan squares his practical business 
counsel with his la.issez-faire theories I don't 
know, but his writings and testimony make 
him sound like a fundamentalist mystic. 

"The entire structure of antitrust statutes 
in this country is a jumble of economic ir
rationality and ignorance," he wrote in 1962. 
"It is the product: a) of a gross misinter
pretation of history, and b) of rather naive, 
and certainly unrealistic, economic the
ories." 

As an example he argued that "the control 
by Standard Oil at the turn of the century 
of more than 80 percent of refining capacity 
made economic sense .... " 

Why not, he asked? Competl tion takes 
care of trusts if you leave them alone; this 
happens by a natural process for laissez
faire is the most efficient and productive of 
all possible economic systems." 

Mr. Greenspan could have changed his 
views since then but showed no sign of it 
as he testified before the astonished Sen. 
Proxmire. I offer a few more samples of his 
early writing taken from the Ayn Rand 
periodical, The Objectivist. 

"Stripped of its economic jargon," he 
wrote, July 1966, "the welfare state is nothing 
more than a mechanism by which govern
ments confiscate the wealth of the produc
tive members of a. society to support a wide 
variety of welfare schemes." 

He charged that "welfare statists" were 
trying to demonetize gold because it was a 
barrier to "contl.sca.tion through inflation": 
"This 1s the shabby secret of the welfare 
statists' tirades against gold . . . Deficit 
spending is simply a scheme for the 'hidden' 
confiscation of wealth .... " 

Under the title "The As~ault on Integrity," 
he attacked consumer protection laws, and 
agencies like the Securities and Exchange 
Commission: "Regulation-which is based 
on force and fear-undermines the moral 
base of business dealings," he said. He called 
it the "hallmark of collectivist.::;": "They 
confess their inabtlity to grasp the crucial 
importance of the moral values which are 
the motive power of capitalism. Capitalism 
is based on self-interest and self-esteem· it 
holds integrity and trustworthineEs as ~ar
dinal virtues and makes them pay off in the 
market place, thus demanding that men 
survive by means of virtues, not of vices. 
It is this superlatively moral system that 
the welfare statists propose to improve upon 
by means of preventive law, snooping bu
reaucrats, and the chronic goad of fear." 

Greenspan, at 48, is 11 years older than 
when he wrote the above, but he still seems 
to have the ardor of Horatio Alger. President 
Nixon picked him to succeed outgoing Chair
man Herbert Stein in the last throes of his 
administration when the White House at
tention was on other matters and when it 
may have been difficult to get others to join 
the wreckage. The Stein resignation was ef
fective August 31. President Ford inherited 
the appointee, sworn in last week and did not 
intervene to head him off in the Senate as 
he might have done gracefully enough. The 
inexperienced President is up against what 
w111 probably be the toughest domestic prob
lem of his term, economic control, and he 
is charging right into the so-called summit 
conference of labor, industry, consumers and 
other groups, a conference where he prom
ises to p~eside. It will be a TV spectacular 
with Vice President-designate Rockefeller 
perhaps helping out and the CEA chairman 
available. 

Mr. Greenspan is now part of a mono
lithic group of business-oriented economic 
advisers that Mr. Ford inherited from his 
predecessor: economic counsellor Kenneth 
Rush, former head of Union Carbide; Treas
ury Secretary William Simon, former part
ner of Salomon Brothers; Budget Director 
Roy Ash, former president of Litton Indus
tries; William Eberle, director of the Council 
on International Economic Policy, former 
president of American Standard, Inc. There 
is also shrewd, pipe-smoking Arthur Burns, 
whose mild conservatism seems almost radi
cal in this group. Dr. Burns thinks that stif
fer antitrust law enforcement would help 
stop inflation, for example, a view rejected 
by chairman Greenspan, his former pupil. 

President Ford has shown admirable flexi
bility in some directions since taking office 
ana many hope that he will shortly shake 
up his economic counsellors. Sen. Proxmire 
vainly tried to further this development. 

On August 13 he sent a "Dear Colleague" 
letter to each member of the Senate outside 
of the Banking Committee, questioning the 
nomination. Greenspan, he reported, was a 
man of skill and probity-a man who also 
"made it emphatically clear" that he op
posed vigorous enforcement of the antitrust 
laws; who "does not support consumer pro
tection legislation"; who "has the almost in
credible posture for an economic realist in 
these days--of opposing the progressive in
come tax," and who, when he leaves Wash
ington, has a. place waiting for him back 
home on Wall Street with his old firm and 
its business fees and loyalties. 

The Senate confirmed Alan Greenspan 
August 19 without a roll call. 

To find somebody in high office these days 
who oppose the graduated income tax has a 
quaint nostalgia that is rather charming. 



30742 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE September 11, 197 4-
Back in the CivU War there was a small in
come tax, but the Supreme Court called it 
unconstitutional, five to four, in 1894. Mr. 
Justice Field declared "The present assault 
upon capital is but the beginning. It will be 
but the steppingstone to others, largest and 
more sweeping, tlll our political contests 
wm become a war of the poor against the 
rich." 

The 16th Amendment in 1913 legalized the 
tax and seemed to settle the IlUl.tter. But it 
left some unhappy. Mr. Greenspan, meet 
Justice Field. 

THE MAINSTREAM MEETS 
McGOVERN 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, the 
Washington Post this past Sunday car
ried a superb article by William Greider 
of the Post's national news staff about 
my senior colleague from South Dakota, 
Senator McGoVERN. 

A central warning Senator McGoVERN 
issued in his 19'72 campaign was that our 
system was being corrupted. He spoke 
not only about Watergate and related 
scandals, but about the entire range of 
ofticial deception, and about the sus
tained attempt to literally transform the 
presidency into an elective monarchy. 

Senator McGovERN's attempts to sound 
the alarm were largely dismissed as ex
cessive campaign rhetoric. It was only 
later that we discovered that, if any
thing, he had understated the case. 

There are other examples where Sen
ator McGoVERN was right on specific is
sues, as Mr. Greider's article points out. 
But just as striking is the habit of integ
rity a.nd the style of openness Senator 
McGovERN conveyed, as compared to the 
standard President Ford is trying to set 
now. In 1972 Senator McGOVERN risked 
ridicule when he practiced those ideals, 
and so much admiration was reserved for 
the smooth, shrewd professionals in the 
White House. Now as Mr. Greider points 
out: 

If you compare the Nixon style of leader
ship with the example set by McGovern, it's 
obvious which legacy is more relevant at the 
Ford White House. Instead of McGovern sUp
ping back into the mainstream, it is more 
the other way around. 

Indeed, today essential honesty at the 
White House-which is something you 
should think we could expect-is cele
brated as if it alone were the key to na
tional salvation. 

Mr. President, I think this article I 
have described, entitled "The Main
stream Meets McGovern," deserves both 
to be widely read and carefully contem
plated. I, therefore, ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in the RECO.RD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE MAINSTREAM MEETS McGOVERN 

{By William Greider) 
After his great defeat, George McGovern 

swiftly became a non-person in national af
fairs. He wa.S an embarrassment to his po
litical party, an aberrational figure best for
gotten. 

In the nature of things, Washington shuns 
losers, especially big losers who threaten the 
status quo, much the way members of some 
religious sects turn their backs on those who 
have broken the faith. It happened to Barry 
Goldwater after his catastrophic loss of 1964 
Q.nd to McGovern after 1972. 

After many months of having every utter
ance transmitted instantly to the nation, the 
Senator suddenly had no voice. When Mc
Govern chose to be out of the country at the 
moment of his rival's triumphant inaugural, 
the speech he gave at Oxford, England, was 
dismissed as the stale bile of a poor loser. 

What McGovern said, among other things, 
in that speech on Jan. 21, 1973, was this: 

"I am convinced that the United States is 
closer to one-man rule than at any time in 
our history-and this paradoxically by a 
President who is not popular. Fundamen
tally, we experienced an exhaustion of im
portant institutions in America. Today only 
the presidency is activist and strong, while 
other traditional centers of power are timid 
and depleted. This is why one man in the 
White House was able for so long• to con
tinue a confiict of madness in Southeast 
Asia hated by so many of his countrymen." 

An exercise in bad taste, people said, and 
the Oxford speech probably hastened Mc
Govern's descent into obscurity. The press 
not only stopped seeking his pronounce
ments on issues and events, but it began 
turning collectively for Pemocratic Party 
opinion to some of the men he had defeated 
for the nomination, Humphrey and Muskie 
and Jackson. When McGovern called for 
President Nixon's impeachment on Oct. 23, 
1973, the first senator of either party to de
clare himself so explicity, the speech was 
ignored, not even mentioned by the major 
newspapers. 

McGovern's personal hurt was obvious 
enough. "The toughest thing to take in de
feat," he said in a recent interview, "is to be 
defeated because you weren't understood. I 
was defeated for the Senate in 1960 and 
people clearly understood what their choices 
were and I accepted the verdict. I got over 
that race in a matter of days. The reason 
this one has been so hard to swallow is that 
I see the evidence all around me, in the 
press and elsewhere, that they have a great 
misunderstanding of me as a person. That's 
h8.rd. to take." 

FAMILIAR GESTURE 

This year, McGovern is running again in 
South Dakota, where his conservative op
ponent is trying to revive the radical image 
which scared voters so much in 1972. The 
outcome is important to McGovern, of 
course, and to his followers who are still 
faithful, but its import for national poll
tics wm be marginal. 

Meanwhile, events have given the nation a 
new President whose opening gestures have 
created a sudden euphoria in the capital. As 
a Republican congressional leader, Gerald 
R. Ford joined in the campaign demagog
uery which portrayed McGovern as a reck
less radical. But as President, Mr. Ford acts 
as though he is reading McGovern's old cam
paign speeches for inspiration. 

In these few short weeks, President Ford 
has convincingly declared himself for open
ness and candor in the White House, which 
was the overriding theme and style of Mc
Govern's presidential campaign. Mr. Ford 
promptly abolished the propaganda office set 
up by his predecessor, the Office of Com
munications, a step which McGovern prom
ised back in October 1972. Mr. Ford's easy 
manner at the economic "summit" session 
last week, his effort to convey the complexity 
of the problems rather than his own magic 
abtlities to solve them, resembled McGovern's 
own style in '72 when he staged similar 
theatricals with voters. 

It must provide wry consolation for the 
senator. In various ways, President Ford has 
reached out to address the same sensibilities 
which McGovern aroused in 1972-and which 
generated so much scorn for him from the 
"regulars" of both parties. 

Gerald Ford extends a hand to the black 
voters represented by the Black Congressional 
Caucus (a cornerstone of McGovern's cam
paign). Gerald Ford appoints a woman as 

chairman of the Republican National Com
mittee (which McGovern did for the Demo
crats in '72) . Gerald Ford scraps the old 
hard-line rhetoric in favor of compassion 
toward Vietnam dissenters {McGovern's en
dorsement of amnesty wa.s a political rom
stone). Even the President's wife alters the
landscape with a frank statement on abor
tion (though her husband's press secretary 
immediately began modifying what she said,. 
much the way McGovern was forced to do). 

Indeed, 1f Gerald Ford makes any rea
sonable gesture toward rationalizing the 
nation's drug laws, particularly the harsh 
prison terms meted out to first-time mari
juana users, then Sen. Hugh Scott and the 
others who painted the "triple-A" label on 
McGovern-for amnesty, abortion and acid
could use the same brush on their own 
President. 

THE MAINSTREAM HAS MOVED 

These are matters largely of style and 
sentiment. Gerald Ford is not George Mc
Govern, rest assured. Stlll, so many of the
perilous steps which McGovern took in '72 
now seem to be conventional risks or even 
obligatory gestures. If you compare the Nixon 
style of leadership with the example set by 
McGovern, it's obvious which legacy is more 
relevant at the Ford White House. Instead 
of McGovern slipping back into the · main
stream, it is more the other way around. 

"I think the country now demands open
ness," McGovern reflects. "They didn't un
derstand the importance of it in the pre
Watergate era, but they do now. I don't 
think he has any option other than to be 
available to the press and to be candid. 

"That doesn't mean he can't be cautious 
and there may have been times when 1 
should have been more cautious in what I 
said. But he's going to have to make himself 
available to the press and to the people in 
a way that his predecessor never did and 1 
think he's doing that to his credit. But it's 
another bit of irony to see the high praise 
he's getting for doing something that I really 
think we did consistently all during 1971-
1972." 

McGovern has a hunch that the idea of 
amnesty for Vietnam draft evaders, condi
tional or something less, gained respectab111ty 
because Republloan politicians were con
fronted with the parallel question of amnesty 
for their ex-President, Richard Nixon. 

"When prominent people began to say, 'I 
think he's suffered enough," other people 
said, 'Well, by God, my kid's suffered enough 
in Canada, up there in exile for the last five 
or six years.' The discussion of amnesty for 
Nixon or forgiveness for Agnew or Klein
dienst, all of this created a climate in the 
country where people once saw it was im
possible to temper justice with mercy now 
think it's a. pretty good idea." 

On a deeper level, the national government 
is st111 a long, long way from the basic ideas 
which George McGovern advanced a.s a can
didate. Neither Congress nor the new Presi
dent is anywhere close to embracing the full 
particulars of his controversial platform. 

Meanwhile, McGovern's leaderless politi
cal party is stm preoccupied with purging 
any trace of his brief tenure as its standard
bearer. Democrats have spent the interven
ing years gloating over Watergate and feud
ing intramurally. McGovern's own view is a 
grim warning: If the Democratic nominee in 
1976 is not at least as progressive as he was 
in 1972, the party w111 lose and deserve to 
lose. 

For it is clear that the political consensus 
is moving in his direction on some important 
issues, quite rapidly in several, instances. Mc
Govern assesses the progress this way: 

"I think every one of the major recom
mendations we made in '72 on foreign policy, 
on defense policy, on tax reform, on open 
campaigning and an open presidency, the 
w1ill1ngness to talk to the people and talk 
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to the press, the effort to finance a campaign 
on small contributions and open disclosure, 
all of this is now almost the conventional 
wisdom. I can just see these things coming to 
pass." 

When McGovern proposed his $50 billion 
defense budget, it alarmed the status quo. 
This summer, however, the Senate voted a 
military cut equivalent to $6.5 billion; in 
1972 McGovern was proposing an annual re
duction of $10 billion. The Senate cuts are 
far from becoming final, but they were in
duced by inflation pressures which are forc
ing even the pro-Pentagon conservatives to 
take a harder look at military spending. 

"If the House goes along and the President 
accepts that," McGovern said, "it's a major 
victory, I think. I never was under any illu
sioa that the figure I proposed was exactly 
right. I don't know whether it ought to be 
$10 billion or $9 or $11. But if you can get 
them to turn the corner and start scaling 
down the military outlays, it seems to me 
that opens the way ~or more critical exam
ination of other aspects of the · military 
budget." 

When McGovern was campaigning, fiscal 
conservatives shrunk in horror from his pro
posal to guarantee a job for every working 
man and woman. His idea wa.s a government 
program of job creation with an initial price 
tag of $10 billion. Now the Ford administra
tion has under consideration a more modest 
version of the same idea-a $4 billion pro
gram to create jobs as a hedge ag>ainst rising 
unemployment. 

Tax reform still seems a long way off and 
certainly the fundamental surgery which 
McGovern proposed is not exactly imminent. 
Yet, as a political issue, tax reform now retes 
a salute from McGovern's colleagues in Con
gress, even while they hide from it by delay. 
Across the nation, tax reform ha.s become a 
standard item in the typical baggage of cam
paign issues. As McGovern said, it has to 
happen. 

The issue of welfare reform, which got 
McGovern in so much trouble with his cele
brated $1,000 per famUy formula, is not ad
vancing. Mter the 1972 election, Mr. Nixon's 
less doctrinaire advisers whispered around 
town that they would be prepa.ring a new ap
proach on a guaranteed income for the poor, 
but it never surfaced, a victim of impeach
ment politics. The issue, these Nixon men 
pr:ivately complained, had been "given a bad 
name" by McGovern's inept handling of it, 
which seems a gratuitous slur when it was 
their own campaign appamtus which dema
gogued the welfare issue so blatantly. 

The one most painful wound for Mc
Govern, when he reflects on his ill-fated 
issUe of wa.r and pea.ce, the u.s. involvement 
in Vietnam and, more important, America's 
view toward the world. He can find some 
comforting developments, but U.S. foreign 
policy under Henry Kissinger is still rooted 
in games of power diplomacy, not the mocal 
vision McGovern prea.ched. 

McGovern claimed-con-ectly, as it turned 
out--that the Nixon administration was not 
prepared to end the fighting in Vietnam, 
that peace was not at hand, despite Kissin
ger's famous promise a few days before the 
election. The war continues with American 
money and Vietnamese casualties. It was 
Congress which ordered a halt to the bomb
ing over Kissinger's objections. It was the 
Senate which has attempted to scale down 
the U.S. arms shipments over administtre.tion 
protests. 

For McGovern, it is the cruelest irony, 
even though his complaints were substan
tiated. 

"When I said this was the most con-upt ad
ministration in American history," the sena
tor says, "one of the major fa.ctors I had in 
mind was an adm1n1stra.tion that would de
llberately continue a war for another four 
years for wha.t I think were domestic pol1t1-

cal reasons. I'll always think tha.t. I've seen 
no evidence to the contrary. 

"They finally settled on terms that they 
could have had in 1969 and I guess one of 
the bitterest pills I ever had to swallow was 
to see this administration win the Nobel 
prize for settling the war in Vietnam when, 
1n fact, they not only prolonged it for four 
years but they actually spread it into Cam
bodia and La.os and carried on that secret, 
unauthorized, unconstitutional bombing for 
a year and a half in Cambodia ... 

"The final irony about Vietnam is that it 
was always said that if my formula were ac
cepted, which was to agree to withdraw with 
the understanding that the prisoners would 
be released, it would be running out on the 
people of Vietnam and our departure would 
be followed by bloodshed and a bloodbath, 
as I guess they called it. 

"Well, the bloodbath is there. The one dif
ference is that I proposed to terminate the 
flow of American mmtary supplies, which is 
what's fueling the war. You couldn't have 
this kind of massive kUling if it weren't for 
the continued flow of American arms and, 
furthermore, you would have more pressure 
toward a settlement 1f those a.rms weren't 
there. As long as we continue to bankroll 
that Thieu regime, we're sabotaging our own 
peace agreement." 

On a broader perspective, McGovern does 
not see much hopeful change in U.S. foreign 
policy. Except for the opening to China, Mc
Govern finds U.S. poUcy stlll based on ad
venturism and big-power manipulation, the 
ingredients which led to Indochina in the 
first place. His own preachment on human 
rights and moral purpose were dismissed al
ternately as na.tve mush or neo-isolationlsm. 
Yet McGovern asks today: 

"I don't know, for example, why we're try
ing to make the United States a major naval 
power in the Indian Ocean at this stage in 
history. What we ought to be looking at is 
the massive food and · population crisis that 
is gathering force in South Asia and all across 
Africa. Yet the administration still thinks 
in those old power terms rather than in the 
new global dimensions that we're going to 
have to concentrate on if we expect to keep 
the human race alive on this planet." 

Kissinger's latest diplomatic miracle in 
Cyprus, somewhat tarnished by the subse
quent anti-American riots and the slaying of 
our ambassador, strikes McGovern as an
other asbsurdity of a foreign policy domi
nated by mUitary considerations, a vest
pocket war in which American taxpayers were 
involved because they provide the guns for 
both sides. 

"It's a classic example," he says, "of Amer
ican arms behind Greece and Turkey that 
were used not for our security but to go to 
war over a third country. One of the things 
that was a major thrust of my campaign was 
to get mUitary spending scaled down, not 
just to save money, but to dem111tarize our 
foreign policy." 

OPENNESS WORTH RISKING 

If McGovern's various ideas have continu
ing strength, then that makes his failure as 
a candidate all the more striktng. He now 
accepts the principal blame for his cam
paign's !allure to communicate those ideas 
in a way which could attract popular sup
port, though perhaps there is enough blame 
to share with others--the press, which al
lowed Nixon to hide behind phony rhetoric; 
the other politicians who waved the bloody 
shirt on complex issues; the general mindset 
which perceived McGovern as "strident" 
when he warned about Nixon's corruption. 

One of the elements which helped undo 
McGovern of course, was his open campaign 
style, his pious claims of candor and hon
esty. When the candid candidate was caught 
in a few dramatic lapses, he lost that claim 
of cred1b111ty forever. Popular distrust 

seemed deeper than 1f he had never prom
ised openness in the first place. 

In a way, Gerald Ford faces that same 
perU now. He is out on the same limb. His 
earnest promises to operate with openness 
and honesty have been convincing, his first 
gestures have been imaginative. St111, 1f 
events trip him up suddenly, Mr. Ford could 
likewise find himself doubly damaged by his 
own good intentions. 

The image of a wholesome, straightfor
ward man in the White House is so potent 
these days, the danger is that press and pub
lic and White House aides wm somehow 
translate it into the old magic of an infa111-
ble President. George McGovern thinks that 
openness, despite its risks, 1s stm the best 
antidote. 

"I would have to admit," McGovern said, 
"that over the long haul, the politicians that 
seem to survive the longest are the ones 
that say the least, but that doesn't mean 
that that's right. I think, given the present 
state of the country, Ford has to take what
ever risks are involved in being open with 
the country. The other way only holds up if 
you assume that your personal political sur
vival is the most important thing in the 
world, and it's not. The survival of any given 
politician is of small consequence to the 
country, and that's what a President has to 
think about now." 

FEDERAL SPENDING: WHERE DOES 
THE RESPONSmiLITY REST? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I believe that there is a growing 
awareness in our Nation of the impact 
which huge Government deficits have 
had and are continuing to have on the 
economy. Each day it becomes clearer 
that our Government's long string of 
unbalanced budgets is a major cause, 1f 
not the major cause, of inflation. 

On August 29, the Eastern Shore 
News of Onancock, Va., edited by 
Mr. George N. McMath, published an 
excellent editorial on waste and exces
sive spending by the Federal Govern
ment. 

The editorial cites a number of waste
ful expenditure items in the Federal 
budget which had been pointed out by 
Congressman JOHN CONLAN of Arizona, 
and concludes that the administration 
and the Congress have a joint respon
sibility to eliminate such practices. 

The editorial also points out the im
portance of restoring balance to the 
Federal budget as a "first step" toward 
curbing inflation. 

I strongly agree with the points made 
in this editorial. We are not going to get 
the cost of living under control until we 
get the cost of Government under con
trol. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial from the Eastern Shore News be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WHERE DOES THE RESPONSIBU..ITY REST? 

Recently we ran an editorial on federal 
spending and pointed out some of the ridicu
lous national expenditures which had been 
brought to light by Congressman John Con
lan of Arizona. These included such items as 
$19,300 to study why children fall off tri
cycles, $46,089 for a dictionary of witchcraft, 
and $70,000 to study the Indo-Australlan 
ants. 
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The question arose as to where the re
sponsibility rests for these expenditures. The 
Administration recommends a budget and 
Congress reviews it and passes a budget bill. 
We wrote to Congressman Conlan for his 
views on which branch of government was 
to blame for unwarranted expense items 
and his administrative assistant answered 
by way of a telephone call. He placed the 
blame first on the "bureaucrats" and then 
on the liberal Congress. He explained that in 
the budget proposed by the Administration 
there are lump sums for the various agencies 
and departments. The items quoted above 
and in the previous editorial were not listed 
as part .of the President's budget. The Con
gressman's assistant reported that when the 
"bureaucrats" come before the committees 
they do not justify their requests except in 
general terms and the committees do not 
require such disclosure or any assurance as 
to where the funds will be spent. 

We feel under these circumstances the Ad
ministration is initially responsible for see
ing that the lid is put on unnecessary 
spending and that it is up to the Administra
tion (in this case it was the Nixon Adminis
tration) to see that controls are established 
over the bureaucrats which would prevent a 
waste of public funds. But if the bureaucrats 
fail to use good judgment in the expenditure 
of appropriated funds, then it is Congress 
that has the second level of responsibillty 
and should demand an accurate accounting 
of proposed expenditures. 

Today we are faced with one of the most 
perplexing problems ever to come before this 
country-and that problem is inflation. 
Economists and other experts cannot agree 
on a solution. Runaway infia.tion erodes the 
value of the dollar; over deflation could 
bring on a depression with the dollar having 
value, but with few dollars in circulation. 
On one point, however, most agree. The first 
step in solving the problem is to balance the 
budget. All too often this has not been the 
case. 

Although the Nixon budgets too frequently 
were out of balance, we were encouraged by 
his veto of various b11ls passed by Congress 
which he thought were excessive and infla
tionary. We also are encouraged by President 
Ford's early plea for a balanced budget in 
fiscal '75. We are discouraged to find that a 
group of Democrats have advocated a de
crease in taxes, which as pleasant as it 
sounds, would only increase demand and 
fuel the fire of inflation. On the other hand, 
we are encouraged that a Republican, an 
independent (Virginia's Senator Harry F. 
Byrd, Jr.) and a Democrat have introduced 
legislation in the Senate to Umit spending 
this year to $295 billlon-$5 billion less than 
recommended by President Ford, but $25 bil
lion more than was spent in the last fiscal 
year. 

Every age needs statesmen and this age is 
no exception. Certainly in the area of fiscal 
responsibility and fiscal restraint we need 
the full cooperation of the Executive and 
Legislative branches of government. · 

An editorial in Sunday's "Richmond 
Times-Dispatch" was concluded With this 
question: "Is it too much to hope that the 
spirit of thrift ... is finally catching on at 
both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue?" For the 
good of all America, we hope it is not too 
much to hope. The spirit of thrift is needed 
today in Washington, in every state capitol, 
and in every home. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, there 

is an increasing realization in the Con
gress and across the Nation that we can 
no longer continue to consume energy as 
we have in the past. Each year our per 

capita consumption of energy has risen. 
We cannot possibly satisfy America's 
great appetite for energy without doing 
irreparable damage to our environment. 
Clearly the answer is to control the ap
petite. This can be accomplished in two 
ways. On the one hand the Government 
can intervene in the marketplace and 
impose restrictions on the use of energy. 
At some point in the future this may be 
necessary. But on the other hand, 
Americans can come to appreciate the 
finite nature of our energy resources 
and learn to use those resources more 
efficiently. 

The great opportunity to use energy 
more efficiently has not escaped the at
tention of experts in the energy field. 
Recent studies by the Council on En
vironmental Quality, the Special Energy 
Task Force of the Ford Foundation, and 
by the staff of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy of the Congress, have all 
shown the great benefits to be derived 
from meaningful conservation efforts. 
Dr. Rustum Roy, director of the Mate
rials Research Laboratory of the Penn
sylvania State University, has written a 
most provocative article in the Science 
Education News of the American Asso
ciation for the Advancement of Science 
on this subject. Dr. Roy calls for in
creased efforts to educate the public on 
the importance of energy conservation. I 
believe the points he makes are critical 
to the future well-being of this Nation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Dr. Rustum Roy's article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Science Education News of Ameri

can Association for the Advancement of 
Science, May 1974] 

ENERGY EDUCATION: THE CHEAPEST SOURCE OF 
ENERGY 

EDUCATION-FOR WHOM? 

In this article I will be concerned solely 
with education programs for the general 
U.S. pubUc-what goals may be set for such 
programs and what vehicles ut111zed. But first 
one must focus on the nature o! the audience 
since many education programs go astray by 
not keeping firmly fixed on the target audi
ence. The level of the U.S. public's under
standing of science and its impact on our na
tional life is perfectly illustrated by the pub
lic's response to the energy crisis. Indeed, 
any energy-education program could well 
start with what we have long advocated-a 
national survey of public information and at
titude on basic questions such as what the 
general public knows, and what its attitudes 
are, about every energy issue from radioactive 
waste to smaller automobiles. Contrary to 
writings by social critics such as Mumford 
or Roszak, and typified by a recent statement 
in Science,1 the attitude of the general Amer
ican public toward science, as measured by 
national surveys of the publlc, shows llttle 
sign of disaffection. Such recent surveys show 
that "medicine" and "science" are more be
lieved in than any similar institution in the 
country. But that is the end of the good news. 
Unfortunately for us, these positive attitudes 
toward science and technology s.re not 
founded on information or understanding. 

1 "The past may give some hints on how to 
survive the most recent recurrence of public 
hostllity to science." S. G. Brush, Science 
183, 1164 (1974). 

The positive attitudes probably result from 
the emotional relocation of certain philo
sophical-religious values, principally hope 
and "salvation," away from abstract and dis
tant interpretations of "God" into concrete 
and demonstratively effective (at first sight) 
·cures and comfc'!ts which the "god" of 
science and technology provides. 

Most American citizens can accurately be 
described as tourists in their own culture, 
diplomats living comfortably in a foreign 
land-the world dominated by science and 
technology. 

What then can one realistically hope to 
achieve in energy education of such cultural 
tourists, ignorant of, but friendly toward 
"science"? What would one want to com
municate? and what means are likely to 
have modest or limited success? It is simply 
absurd to attempt to pTovide the general 
public with cognitive, information mate
rial to help peopla make intelligent, infonned 
choices on the relative merits of nuclear en
ergy versus coal. Such efforts are likely to 
be, indeed have become, counter-productive. 
The public reaction to a surfeit of detail, 
claim and counterclaim, or the carefully 
hedge~l-about statements of responsible 
scientists, is merely to increase its distrust of 
"authority." Furthermore, the same discus
sions of alternative technical strategies, of 
mixes of new technologies to meet the na
tion's energy needs, also tends to reinforce 
the dangerous view that man has an infinity 
of "technofixes" available-which wm sooner 
or later be applied to permit the individual 
to do exactly as he Wishes, with minimum 
discomfort or change in ways, and with lower 
taxes to boot. 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 
GUIDE 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, one of 
the most important tools of citizens in 
learning about their Government is the 
Freedom of Information Act. This act 
specifies that citizens are entitled to see 
any Government documents or papers, 
unless they fall into certain enumerated 
categories o! exemptions. In the 8 years 
in which this act has been in existence, 
it has proven invaluable in numerous 
cases. 

Many people are still unfamiliar with 
their rights under the act, and the pro
cedures for obtaining information under 
it. A Washington-based organization, the 
Freedom of Information Clearinghouse, 
has produced a very valuable brief guide 
to the Freedom of Information Act. 
Knowing that it will be of interest to my 
constituents and to others around the 
country, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Freedom of Information Act guide 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the guide was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT: WHAT IT 

Is AND How To USE IT 

The federal government is a vast store
house of untapped information. This infor
mation is useful to citizens for two purposes. 
First are facts that can be personally helpful 
to individual citizens. The regulatory agen
cies, for instance, have a large amount of 
data (inspection reports, consumer com
plaints, product tests, etc.) on a broad spec
trum of goods and services: interstate mov
ing companies and bus lines, the efficacy of 
drugs, the nutritional content of processed 
foods, corporate marketing and merchan
dising practices, the on-time performance 
and safety records of airlines, and so forth. 

So, too, do many of the executive depart-
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ments. The Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare makes inspections of federally 
supported nursing homes. Agriculture has 
data. on pesticides and the purity and quality 
of meat and poultry. HUD makes FHA mort
gage appraisals and monitors the practices of 
many large housing developers. The National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration has 
safety and efficiency information on all makes 
of cars. The General Services Administration 
tests a wide variety of consumer products 
that are used by government agencies. 

The second purpose is that open access to 
government information provides the elec
torate with information necessary to deter
mine if the government is protecting the 
public interest. Such access to information is 
the lifeblood of a democracy, and if it does 
not flow to the citizenry democracy withers. 
In this area, the list of facts that are being 
withheld by government agencies is too long 
and too obvious to need specification: it 
runs from defense and fore.tgn policy to the 
safety of nuclear generators and the manage
ment of our national forests and grazing 
lands. As Justice Brandeis once said, "Sun
shine is the best disinfectant." An open gov
ernment will probably be a better govern
ment. 

In order to provide the public with a tool 
to pry both types of information out of the 
Government, the Federal Freedom of Infor
mation Act was paseed in 1966. The Act 
provides that any person has the right of 
access to and can receive copies of any docu
ment, file, or other record in the possession 
of the Federal Government subject to nine 
specific exemptions. The Act applies to all 
Federal administrative agencies and depart
ments. While it does not apply to state gov
ernments, many states have their own free
dom of information acts for information held 
on the state and local level. 

What follows is a general description of 
the Act and some specific guidelines as to 
how it can be used most effectively. 

HOW TO MAKE A REQUEST 

The first step is to determine what it is 
that you want access to, since the law says 
you must specify "identifiable documents." 
This may not be an easy matter, because 
the very reason for your request may be that 
the specific identity of the documents has 
not been made public. But you do not need 
to specify a document name or title. What 
you must do is provide a reasonable enough 
description to make it impossible for the 
government to claim that the request is too 
vague. For example, if you want information 
on nursing homes in your area, it is enough 
to state that the government requires annual 
surveys to be conducted of nursing homes, 
and that you want to see the surveys. Or 
if you are interested in the broader scope 
and purposes of a particular government 
program, you can request access to all docu
ments that relate to the particular program. 

Your request need only state that it is be
ing made pursuant to the Freedom of In
formation Act (5 U.S.C. Sec. 552). With one 
exception (as noted later), you do not have 
to explain the reasons for your demand, nor 
do government employees have any right to 
ask. By statute, the only ground an agency 
has for refusing your demand is proof that 
the documents are specifically exempt under 
one of the exemptions. The requester does 
not have to prove that he tried to obtain 
the documents and found them unavailable. 
The request should state merely that if no 
substantive response is received within 20 
days, the request will be deemed to have been 
den1ed. The importance of including such a 
statement is that (a) it puts the official on 
notice that you know your rights under the 
Act, and (b) it establishes a record for pos
sible later use in court. 

An appeal within an agency or department 
is usually necessary after an initial denial 
is received. An appeal letter should be ad
dressed to the head of the agency or depart-
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ment and should detail the request and the 
denial and state that an appeal is being made 
of the agency's initial denial. This may be 
only a. two- to three-sentence letter. (We 
have included a sample request letter and 
appeal letter) . 

If the appeal is denied, the Act provides 
that the U.S. District Court has jurisdiction 
to review the denial and order the production 
of documents if such documents were wrong
fully withheld. The court action, while fairly 
time-consuming (nine months to a year), is 
usually fairly simple, especially if your pre
vious correspondence has established the fact 
that you made a proper request and appeal. 

NINE EXEMPTIONS 

The nine exemptions and the type of in
formation exempt under each are as fol
lows: the Freedom of Information Act does 
not apply to matters that are: 

(1) specifically required by Executive order 
to be kept secret in the interest of the na
tional defense of foreign policy. 

The documents exempt under this section 
are those, like the Pentagon Papers, that 
are officially stamped Secret, Top Secret, etc. 
Courts are most reluctant to order the re
lease of information if this exemption is at 
all relevant. However, the mere fact that the 
information you seek may be in the posses
sion of the Department of State or the De
partment of Defense does not necessarily 
eliminate its availability. For instance, ma
terial such as results of drug-testing done 
on GI's returning from overseas is not ex
empt under this provision. 

(2) related solely to the internal personnel 
rules and practices of an agency 

This exemption covers things such as em
ployee parking and cafeteria regu~ations, as 
well as certain manuals tbat relate to the in
ternal management and organization of par
ticular agencies. But staff manuals instruct
ing inspectors or agents how to perform their 
jobs are not exempt. 

( 3) specifically exempted from disclosure 
by statute 

This exempts documents and information 
that are exempt from disclosure by other 
laws. The main ones are income tax returns 
and applications submitted respectively to 
the Internal Revenue Service and the Social 
Security Admin1stration. In those cases in
formation that relates to individual taxpay
ers and recipients or applicants under Social 
Security is exempt. 

(4) trade secrets and commercial or finan
cial information obtained from a person and 
privileged or confidential 

The agencies under this section may with
hold information only if it is either a trade 
secret or commercial or financial informa
tion. Confidential information that is not 
one of these is disclosable. This exemption 
applies only to information submitted to the 
government; government-prepared docu
ments can never be exempt under this sec
tion. 

( 5) inter-agency or intra-agency memoran
dums or letters which would not be available 
by law to a party other than an agency in 
litigation with an agency 

This exemption is the one most widely 
used by the government which will resort 
to it in almost every situation. In general, the 
dividing line between what may and may not 
be revealed under this exemption is the line 
between opinion and fact. Opinions and pol
icy recommendations are the traditional types 
of information that can be legitimately with· 
held; for instance, a memo from a staff per
son to a supervisor recommending that a. 
policy be formulated would be exempt. But 
factual reports or analyses of facts are not 
exempt. Thus a judge might or might not 
consider reports of inspectors or field person
nel exempt; the material might contain 
opinions, but if it can be determined that it 
is more factual an,a.lysis than policy recom
mendation, it should be made a.va.tla.ble. 

( 6) Personal and medical files and similar 
files, the disclosure of which would constitute 
a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal 
privacy. 

This exemption is self-explanatory. It 
should be pointed out, however, that this is 
the only exemption that encourages a bal
ancing of interests between disclosure and 
non-disclosure-the one case, in other words, 
in which the reason behind your request may 
be material. If your request involves this 
exemption, a brief explanation of why you 
want the information should be made so that 
it can be determined whether the disclosure 
of information would be an unwarranted in
vasion of personal privacy. 

(7) Investigatory files compiled for law en
forcement purposes except to the extent 
available by law to a party other than an 
agency. 

This is another over-used exemption, since 
a. regulatory agency can claim that almost 
any information in its possession is an "in
vestigatory file." However, the courts have 
stated that only where a law enforcement 
proceeding is presently active or contem
plated can the exemption be used. While 
documents like annual surveys or inspections 
may be investigatory, they are not compiled 
for law enforcement purposes and, therefore, 
are not exempt under this section. 

(8) and (9) These are special-interest 
exemptions that relate to banks and oil well 
information and are not relevant to most 
applications of the Act. 

GUIDELINES 

There are, of course, many ways in which 
agencies avoid disclosing information even 
when the information is not specifically 
exempt under one of the nine enumerated 
exemptions. Delay is generally used. While 
some delay may be due to normal red tape. 
the technique is frequently used for the 
specific purpose of avoiding disclosure. Re
member that the less precise you make your 
request, the more room you provide an 
agency to delay while it seeks "clarification." 

Identify as specifically as possible what it 
is you want. Descrilbe what is requested in 
both specific and general terms. If the title 
of a report is known, request it by title. How
ever, the same letter should also ask for "any 
other documents relating to the subject," 
or words to that effect. This is extremely im
portant, since it helps to counter in advance 
the frequently used bureaucratic practice of 
providing only what you specifically ask for, 
even though other valuable information on 
the same subject may be in the agency's 
possession. 

An important way to cut down on delay 
is to put a time limitation in your request-
for example, "If a substantive reply is not 
received within 20 days of the date of this 
request letter, I will deem my request 
denied." At the end of the 20 days, file an 
appeal. The courts wm uphold this procedure 
as long as the agencies are given a reasonable 
time to respond. 

Another important tactic is to follow up 
written requests with phone calls. If the 
agencies are aware that you know your rights 
under the Freedom of Information Act, they 
will sometimes move more quickly. In fact, 
an approach that shows both knowledge and 
determination on your part may spare you 
the necessity of going to court. 

Another barrier to access is cost. The law 
permits agencies to charge for copying and 
for some search time. However, charges must 
be cost-related and may not be used as a 
barrier to access. To save money, request 
access to documents instead of copies; and 
if you do ask for copies insist that any 
charges be related to the cost of providing 
them. Fifty cents per page for copying, or 
$4.00 for fifteen minutes of search time, is 
not cost-related. 

If your only way to get the information is 
to take the government to court, here are a 
few facts to keep in mind: 
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The legal issues involved 1n a Freedom or 

Information Act suit are simple and do not 
require specialized counsel. Any lawyer can 
handle your case, and it will probably take 
relatively little of his time. (Many cities have 
public-interest law firms that might be will:. 
ing to take such a case for a nominal fee.) 
If presently pending amendments to the law 
are passed, the government will pay your 
lawyer if you win the case. 

All that your lawyer must prove is that 
the government refused to give you the re
quested information within a reasonable 
time. The government has the harder case, 
since it must prove that the information 
legitimately falls under one of the nine 
exemptions. 

You will not have to go to Washington, 
D.C., to argue your case, even if you are suing 
a Cabinet secretary. The federal court in your 
area will handle the case. 

In recent months there has been a distinct 
trend among federal judges to narrow the in
terpretation of the nine exemptions, thus 
making it increasingly difficult for the gov
ernment to use the exemptions frivolously. 
Also, one of the amendments now before Con
gress will, if passed, further narrow the na
tional-security exemption. 
AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL FREEDOM ON 

INFORMATION ACT 

The House has passed and the Senate is 
considering amendments to the 1967 Federal 
Freedom of Information Act. If adopted, 
these amendments will provide that the 
government must respond within 15 days to 
all requests for information. They also allow 
greater access to classified information and 
wm allow successful citizen requesters to 
recover legal costs including attorney fees in
curred in bringing a Freedom of Information 
Act case to court. 

STATE LAWS 

As stated earlier, the Freedom of Informa
tion Act applies only to Federal administra
tive agencies and not to state agencies. How
ever, many states (33) do have fairly effective 
laws. To find out about state laws, look 
them up in the state code or write the At
torney General of your state. Many of the 
more recent laws, like those of Texas, Ore
gon, New Mexico and Washington, are mod
eled after the Federal law; the guidelines 
presented in this pamphlet are also gen
erally applicable to those states. The state 
laws have been used even less than the Fed
eral law. Only through citizen use of these 
laws will they become effective tools for ac
cess to information on the state and local 
level. 

SAMPLE REQUEST LETTER 

(Name and address of agency) 
(Washington, D.C. usually wm do for ad

dress) 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
Pursuant to the Freedom of Information 

Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552, I hereby request access 
to (or a copy of) (Identify document or de
scribe the information that you want) 

If this ~equest is denied either in whole or 
in part please inform me as to your acency•s 
appeal procedure. If any expenses in excess 
of $5.00 are incurred in connection with this 
request, please inform me of all such charges 
prior to their being incurred for my approval. 
If I do not receive a substantive reply within 
20 days of the date of this letter, I will deem 
my request denied. 

Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

Very truly yours, 

SAMPLE APPEAL LETTER 

(Name or head of agency or Department and 
address) 

Dear Secretary: 
By letter dated (month), (day). (year) I 

requested access to (use same description in 

request letter). By letter dated (month), 
(day) , (year), Mr./Ms. of the Office 
of Public Information of your agency de
nied my request. Pursuant to the Freedom of 
Information Act, 5 U.S.C., § 552, I hereby ap
peal that denial. I have enclosed a copy of my 
request letter and the denial that I have 
received. 

If I do not receive a substantive response 
to this within 20 days I wm deem my request 
denied. 

Very truly yours, 

TYPE OF DOCUMENTS AVAILABLE 

The following is a partial list of docu
ments to which access was obtained by citi
zens claiming their rights under the Freedom 
of Information Act: 

Nursing Home Reports. 
Meat Inspection Reports. 
Reports on the Fat Content of Hot Dogs. 
Statements as to whether the Antitrust 

Division of the Department of Justice will 
stop a proposed merger. 

Atomic Energy Commission reports on the 
safety of nuclear generators. 

Civll Rights compliance documents. 
Internal Revenue Service Agents• Manuals. 
The 1972 Annual Report of the Office of 

Economic Opportunity. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I would also like to 
mention, for those people who desire 
more detailed background and legal in
terpretations of the act, that the Sen
ate Judiciary Subcommittee on Admin
istrative Practice and Procedure has 
printed an extensive sourcebook on the 
act. 

DEATH OF AUDLEY H. WARD 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, a dis

tinguished South Carolinian and Ameri
can, Audley H. Ward, of Aiken, S.C., 
passed away August 17. 

Audley Ward was admired and respect
ed by all who had the pleasure of know
ing him. He was not only a warm human 
being, but he was possessed of a strong 
Christian faith and rendered many hours 
of public service to his community, State, 
and Nation. 

Perhaps the high points of his public 
service came when he was elected com
mander of the South Carolina Depart
ment of the American Legion and na
tional vice commander of the Legion. He 
also served as president of the Aiken 
Rotary Club and as a district governor 
of Rotary International. 

A native of Florence County in South 
Carolina, he graduated from Clemson 
University in 1914. Most of his life was 
spent in Aiken, S.C., where he made his 
home and taught a Bible class at St. 
Johns Methodist Church for 43 years. 

My deepest sympathy goes out to his 
lovely widow, Mrs. Ruth Walker Ward 
and other members of the family. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed in the REcoRD 
following my remarks an article in tbe 
August 19 issue of the Aiken Standard 
newspaper reporting on Mr. Ward's 
death; an editorial in the August 20, 
1974, issue of the same newspaper titled 
"Audley H. Ward" and an editorial in 
the Augusta Chronicle of August 20 en
titled "Audley H. Ward." 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Aiken (S.C.) Standard, 
Aug. 19, 1974] 

FuNERAL Is HELD FOR A. H. WARD 

Audley H. Ward, 83, of South Boundary 
Ave., S.E., died Saturday at an Augusta vet
erans hospital after an extended illness. 

Funeral services were held Sunday at St. 
John United Methodist Church, with the 
Rev. Robert E. James and Dr. Feltham S. 
James officiating. Burial was in Bethany 
Cemetery. 

A native of Florence County, Mr. Ward was 
a son of the late Joseph E. and Vermeil G . 
Brockington Ward. He graduated from Clem
son University in 1914 and received his Mast
ers degree from the University of Wisconsin. 
He taught two years at Clemson and was one 
of the pioneer high school agriculture teach
ers at Orangeburg. He served overseas during 
WWI and upon his return was appointed 
County Agent for Darlington County. He was 
named District Agent for the Clexnson Exten
sion Service in 1924 with headquarters in 
Aiken and retired from that position in 
1957. 

He was a member of St. John United 
Methodist Church and had served as a stew
ard and trustee. He taught the James Cannon 
Bible Class for 43 years. 

Mr. Ward was a past president of the 
Aiken Rotary Club and past District Gov
ernor of Rotary International; past president 
of the Aiken Business Mens Club; twice 
commander of Aiken Post No. 26, American 
Legion; served as District Commander for 
two terxns; and in 1946 was elected Com
mander of the S.C. Department, American 
Legion. He was elected one of the National 
Vice Commanders of the American Legion in 
1951. He was also a member of the Aiken 
Shrine Club and was a. 50 year member of 
Aiken Lodge No. 156, A.F.M. 

He served as state and county director of 
the Tuberculosis Association, twice as Cam
paign director for the S.C. Cancer Society 
and three terxns as president of the S.C. 
Cancer Society. 

Following his retirement in 1957, Mr. Ward 
served several years as executive director of 
the Aiken Chamber of Commerce and in 
1959 was named Aiken Man of the Year by 
the Chamber. 

Surviving are: his widow, Mrs. Ruth Walk
er Ward; two step children, Mrs. Arliss Rob
erson Green, Columbia, David A. Roberson, 
Tullahoma, Tenn.; and a number of nieces 
and nephews. 

[From the Aiken (S.C.) Standard, 
Aug. 20, 1974] 

AUDLEY H. WARD 

Audley Ward was two years old when 
Clemson University (college it was then) was 
founded in 1893 with the principal objective 
of promoting the betterment of agriculture 
in South Carolina. For most of his 83 years, 
Mr. Ward devoted his tremendous talents and 
abilities to the same cause. 

He was born in a farming community of 
lower Florence County and after graduating 
from Clemson in 1914 earned a master's de
gree from ~he University of Wisconsin. He 
came back to South Carolina-Orangeburg
to become one of the first agriculture teach
ers in the state. 

After overseas service in World War I, Mr. 
Ward went to Darlington as county agent 
and in 1924 was named district agent for the 
Clemson Extension Service with headquar
ters in Aiken. 

In the 50 years since he arrived in Aiken. 
few men have contributed more to commu
nity life than Audley Ward. His career with 
the Extension Service, in which he supervised 
the work of farm agents in a number of 
counties, witnessed a real transformation in 
the status of farming and of farmers and 
Mr. Ward played a significant role in this 
movement. 
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His list of civic honors is lengthy. He 

taught the James Cannon Bible Class at St. 
John's United Methodist Church for 43 years, 
also serving terms as a steward and trustee 
of the church. 

His leadership abilities were quickly recog
nized in all of his endeavors. After serving as 
president of the Aiken Rotary Club he moved 
upward to become district governor of Rotary 
International. He was twice commander of 
American Legion Post 26 and was also South 
Carolina's Legion commander, as well as a 
national vice commander. 

He served at one time as president of the 
Aiken Business Men's Club and was a Mason 
and a Shriner. 

In the field of health, he served three terms 
as president of the South Carolina Cancer 
Society and was twice campaign director for 
the state society. He was also a state and 
county director of the Tuberculosis Associa
tion. 

After retiring from the Extension Service 
in 1967, Mr. Ward served for several years as 
executive director of the Aiken Chamber of 
Commerce. He was honored as Aiken's Man 
of the Year in 1959. 

Mr. Ward was a man of exceptional quali
ties, but it was as an orator, humorist and 
after-dinner speaker that he is best remem
bered by his fellow citizens. Although in de
mand as a speaker in man y parts of the 
nation, he was always available for worthy 
causes at home, and he was master of cere
monies for most of the important gatherings 
in the city until his health failed. 

With his gifts as a speaker, Mr. Ward could 
hold his audiences spellbound or subject 
them to gales of laughter. His central theme 
through more than 50 years of public life 
was one of hope for South Carolina's farmers. 

His death on Saturday is an occasion for 
sadness in our community and state, and we 
extend ou.r sympathies to his family. 

[From the Augusta (S.C.) Chronicle, 
Aug. 20, 1974] 

AUDLEY H. WARD 

Aiken and the state of South Carolina, both 
of which he loved so well and ably served, 
are ever so much diminished today for their 
loss to death over the weekend of Audley H. 
Ward. 

Long known throughout the South as an 
able and effective speaker, the Florence 
County, S.C. native was one of the region's 
most knowledgeable agricultural experts. He 
served, from 1924 to 1957, as the district 
agent for the Clemson Extension service. 

Always active in public affairs, Audley 
Ward was past president of the Aiken Rotary 
Club, past district governor of Rotary Inter
national, past president of the Aiken Busi
nessmen's Club, as well as a member of sev
eral other civic groups. A long-time member 
of the American Legion, he was elected one 
of its national vice-commanders in 1951. 

Even after retirement, Mr. Ward served for 
several years as the executive director of the 
Aiken Chamber of Commerce, and he was 
active in both the South Carolina Cancer 
Society and the Tuberculosis Association. For 
outstanding service to his community, he was 
the recipient of the Aiken Chamber of Com
merce's Man of the Year Award in 1959. 

Audley Ward was a man who lent his 
ability and the weight of his sound judg
ment to any enterprise to which duty called 
him. He will be missed, not only by his 
family, but by thousands of friends and as
sociates who had long appreciated his con
tributions to the advancement of his city, 
state and Nation. 

THE PRESIDENTIAL PARDON 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, Presi

dent Ford's action on Sunday-pardon
ing former President Nixon-may have 

been an act of mercy toward Mr. Nixon. 
But I would like to suggest that it was 
an unfair, unfortunate, and unethical 
act toward the American people and to
ward our system of justice. 

Over the past 2% years, the American 
people have heard one allegation after 
another about the activities within the 
executive branch which have come to be 
known as the Watergate coverup. 

They have heard admission after ad
mission-from the lowliest "dirty trick
ster" to the President himself-of ques
tionable, if not illegal, activity by high 
Government officials. 

They have seen conviction after con
viction of public servants. And they have 
listened as the integrity and independ
ence of our law enforcement and regu
latory agencies have been called into 
question. 

These rharges have struck at the very 
heart of our Government. They question 
our basic assumptions and tenets. 

To believe that now-after all of this
the American people will settle for any
thing less than the full truth-complete 
disclosure of the entirety of Watergate
is a naive and ridiculous underestima
tion of the intelligence and integrity of 
the American people. 

There is a passage in Richard Nixon's 
Watergate transcripts which I believe 
merits rereading. It comes from a con
versation on March 13, 1973, between the 
President and John Dean. The President 
is discussing Watergate. He says: 

How much of a crisis will it be? ... The 
point is, everything is a crisis .... It will 
remain a crisis among the upper intellectual 
t ypes, the soft heads, our own Republicans 
too, and the Democrats, and the rest. Aver
age people won't think it is much of a crisis 
.unless it affects them. 

Here we have one of the more obvious 
indications of Richard Nixon's underesti
mation of the intelligence of the Ameri
can people. 

In the telegrams, letters, telephone 
calls, and personal visits I got after the 
Saturday Night Massacre, after the Ag
new plea, and after the tapes disclosures 
were any indication, the American people 
are a lot smarter than Richard Nixon 
ever thought. 

On Sunday, we saw Gerald Ford make 
the very same mistake-perceiving what 
the American people want and what they 
deserve. 

They will not tolerate the ultimate 
Watergate coverup. But that is exactly 
what Mr. Ford's pardon was. It will keep 
the truth about Watergate from the 
American people, possibly forever. 

For months now the American people 
have demanded the truth and we have 
been seeking the truth. That is what the 
Senate Watergate Committee was all 
about; that is what the impeachment in
quiry was all about; and that is what the 
grand juries are all about. 

Now that the normal judicial processes 
have been short-circuited by Mr. Ford's 
action, our chance to get the truth have 
been largely eliminated. 

Let me explain what I mean. We can
not now expect to get the truth about 
Watergate directly from the former 
President. We cannot expect a plea ac
companied by a disclosure or confession; 

we cannot expect a trial of the former 
President for any illegal acts which may 
have been committed. We can hope only 
that, at best, some sketchy details may 
be disclosure at trials of former Nixon 
associates. 

In fact, if Mr. Nixon's statement of 
Sunday is any indication, all we may ever 
learn, according to his $2 million biog
raphy some years hence, is that he is 
totally innocent. 

In the meantime, the tapes and docu
ments which contain the only real source 
of the truth remain in the possession of 
Mr. Nixon, protected by a contract, also 
announced Sunday, signed by a Govern
ment agency. 

Not only is there no right of public ac
cess to the truth, there is, in fact, a real
istic possibility that the truth will be 
destroyed, probably after the publi
cation of Mr. Nixon's "truth telling'' 
biography. 

We will not know the truth in order 
to better legislate remedies to prevent 
future Watergates. 

We will not know the truth in order 
to set the historical record straight on 
the worst political scandal in American 
history. 

We wlll not even know what Mr. 
Ford has pardoned-be it misuse of the 
CIA and FBI, harassing tax audits, the 
sale of ambassadorships, the compromise 
of the antitrust laws, or whatever. 

Contrary to what Mr. Ford must have 
thought, I do not believe the American 
people will stand for it. I believe the 
American people want the full truth. I 
believe the only real "national interest" 
is in full disclosure. 

Accordingly, I have written to Senator 
SAM ERVIN, in his capacity as chairman 
of the Senate Government Operations 
Committee, asking that he immediately 
issue a subpena for all relevant Nixon 
tapes and documents to insure that they 
are preserve<:~. and to guarantee access to 
them by the Congress. 

In the meantime, I suggested that the 
Government Operations Committee
which has oversight jurisdiction over the 
GSA-explore means to insure that the 
full Watergate truth be uncovered and 
provided to the American people. 

When he was asked-during his con
firmation hearings-about the prospects 
for a pardon of his predecessor, Mr. 
Ford said: 

I do not think the public would stand for 
it. 

Mr. Ford was very right then and is 
very wrong now. 

Not only, however, is Mr. Ford's act the· 
ultimate coverup. It is also the ultimate 
injustice. 

As I drive to the Capitol Building each 
morning, I see four words written over 
the portals of the Supreme Court Build
ing across from the Capitol. Those words 
are "Equal Justice Under Law." 

Among our most basic principles, 
equality before the law must rank at the 
very top. It is part of the due process 
clause of the fifth amendment binding 
the Federal Government. And, so there 
would be no mistake, was made part of 
the 14th amendment binding the States. 

We are a nation of equality and 
legality. 
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Yet, what have the American people 
seen in this context over the past several 
months. 

First, a former Attorney General enters 
a guilty plea to a minor offense and 
escapes jail entirely, after admitting 
lying at his own confirmation hearing 
about a significant matter of law en
forcement. 

Then, a Vice President of the United 
States enters a nolo contendere plea to 
a minor charge and escapes jail, while 
each of us reads 40 pages of accusations 
as to his illegal and immoral· conduct 
while occupying the second highest office 
in the executive branch. 

Now, a President of the United States 
resigns under pressure from his critics 
and his defenders after admitting 'lying 
to the American peop1e and, possibly, 
being part of massive illegal activity. Yet, 
he too escapes significant punishment. 

How do we explain to John Dean and 
all the others who have or will serve sen
tences for Watergate-related activity 
that Richard Nixon has a seaside view in 
San Clemente? 

How do we explain to those who have 
public assistance denied to them for 
minor infractions that Richard Nixon is 
getting a $60,000 per year pension, an 
allowance for travel, $90,000 per year 
for staff salaries, and an allowance for 
offices? 

How do we explain to the victims of 
burglaries, robberies, and other crimes 
that Richard Nixon is protected by the 
Secret Service? 

How do we explain to the woman in 
Kentucky who received a lengthy jail 
term for stealing a pork chop to feed her 
family that Richard Nixon will never 
serve a day in jail? 

How do we explain to the Vietnam 
deserter that Richard Nixon had un
conditional amnesty-without any alter
native service? 

Most importantly of all, how do we 
explain to our children what equal justice 
means? 

I surely do not mean to suggest that 
what these people did was right or that 
they should escape punishment. I do 
mean to suggest that everyone has the 
right to expect equal justice under our 
system of laws. 

Theodore Roosevelt put it well when 
he said: 

No man is above the law; every man is be
low it; and we need ask no man's permission 
when we require him to obey it. 

Our system of justice must, of course, 
be tempered with mercy. No one takes joy 
from another's suffering; no one takes 
pleasure in a family being tortured. 

But, as Jerald terHorst said Sunday 
as he resigned: 

Mercy, like justice, should be even-handed. 

I reject the notion that Mr. Nixon has 
suffered, in his world view, any more than 
John Dean has suffered in his or than the 
woman in Kentucky has suffered in hers. 
They were d~~troyed-in their jobs, 
among their friends, and in their mental 
suffering-every bit as much as Mr. 
Nixon, if not more. 

We must remember, I believe, that Mr. 
Nixon did not resign his Presidency; he 
resigned our Presidency. To the extent 
that he has suffered; we, too, have 
suffered. 

Finally, I reject the notice that it would 
have been impossible for Richard Nixon 
to get a fair trial. That suggestion is an 
affront to the American jury system, to 
the American system of justice, and to 
the American people. 

If we cannot expect equal justice in 
this case through the judicial system be
cause of Mr. Ford's unfortunate act, I be
lieve we must seriously consider whether 
the true national interest might not be 
best served by a continuation of the im
peachment process. 

I believe we should consider whether a 
House vote on impeachment followed by a 
Senate trial might not provide another 
much-needed means for fully ventilating 
the Watergate facts and Richard Nixon's 
role. At the very least, we can then pre
vent Richard Nixon from again holding 
office in this Nation. 

One final measure must be given seri
ous consideration in the wake of Presi
dent Ford's action. 

Although the pardon power has its 
rightful place in our constitutional sys
tem, it is one of the few powers that is 
unchecked. It is not subject to the nor
mal process of checks and balances, 
found repeatedly throughout our Con
stitution. 

In order to prevent abuse of that pow
er-or use of that power in a question
able manner-! would propose a check 
on the pardon power. Specifically, I be
lieve that we should consider a oonsti
tutional amendment which would allow 
an exercise of the Presidential pardon 
power to be overriden by a two-thirds 
vote of both Houses of Congress. 

Sunday's events represent a sad chap
ter in American history. We saw the ulti
mate coverup and the ultimate injustice. 

As we all consider now where we go 
from here; how we are to put Watergate 
behind us in an honorable way; and how 
we are to prevent the results that may 
well follow from Sunday's events from 
ever happening again, I believe we will 
do well to remember the words of former 
Watergate Prosecutor Archibald Cox. Al
though spoken in another context, they 
seem particularly relevant today: 

Regardless of the outcome, the value of 
the proceeding wlll depend on whether the 
process is so conducted that the country per
ceives it as a fair and legitimate measure for 
restoring the integrity to government. 

Mr. President, the events of Sunday 
have provoked much critical commen
tary. I wish to share with my colleagues 
two of the most thoughtful. They are the 
editorials from the New York Times and 
the Minneapolis Tribune, and I believe 
that they well-express the outrage which 
many of us feel. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial from the New York Times of Sep
tember 9, 1974, entitled "The Failure of 
Mr. Ford" and the editorial of the same 
date from the Minneapolis Tribune en
titled "The Nixon Pardon" be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Sept. 9, 1974] 

THE FAILURE OF MR. FORD 

In giving former President Nixon an in
appropriate and premature grant of clem
ency, President Ford has affronted the Con
stitution and the American system of justice. 

It is profoundly unwise, divisive and unjust 
act. 

Like many lesser public figures who have 
commented at various stages of the long 
Watergate controversy, President Ford has 
sadly confused his responsib1lities to the 
Republic and his understandable sentiments 
toward one who has inflicted grave damage 
upon the body politic. Both are valid and 
compelling but they should be clearly dis
tinguished. 

The four reasons that President Ford cites 
for his decision lay bare this confusion. In 
summary, he asserts that Mr. Nixon has al
ready suffered enough, an adjudication of 
his offense would be divisive; a fair trial 
would be difficult to achieve; and ultimately, 
in any event, he-Mr. Ford-would have to 
decide the matter in the light of his own 
conscience and sense of compassion. 

The adjudication of Mr. Nixon's offenses 
and the character of the criminal trial in 
which those offenses would be weighed and 
argued are one set of concerns. Mr. Nixon's 
suffering and his claims on President Ford's 
conscience as a political sponsor, friend and 
fellow human being are another set of con
cerns. 

President Ford's overriding duty was to 
his public responsibilities. It is essential that 
the crimes committed by several of Mr. 
Nixon's closest associates and apparently by 
Mr. Nixon himself be determined in a court 
of law by the same rules of evidence and the 
same procedures of due process that apply 
in the American system of justice to every 
citizen. 

Nothing less would satisfy the natural 
sense of justice of the American people 
and of a Government founded upon prin
ciples of equality and legality. Given the 
historic significance of Mr. Nixon's offenses 
that led to his becoming the first President 
ever to resign, it was essential that the his
torical record be unmistakably clear. 

After the exact nature of the wounds that 
Mr. Nixon and his associates had inflicted 
upon the body politic had been determined 
and after the exoneration or conviction of 
those accused, only then could those 
wounds begin to heal. 

Once the processes of justice had run their 
course, it would be possible and timely for 
the President and the nation to take into 
account the personal merits of the offenders 
and try to mitigate the penalties of law 
by recourse to the enduring human values 
of mercy and charity. If clemency had fol
lowed conviction rather than preceded it, 
there would have been wide acceptance of 
President Ford's exercise of his power to 
pardon. 

As it is, by recklessly pushing aside spe
cial prosecutor Leon Jaworkski and the grand 
jury and the trial jury as well, President 
Ford has fallen short in his duty to the 
Republic, made a mockery o1' the imperative 
claim o1' equal justice before the law, pro
moted renewed public discord, made pos
sible the clouding of the historical record, 
and undermined the humane values he 
sought to invoke. 

His duty was to see that the law was en
forced and wrongdoers punished. His duty 
was to see to it that those who have already 
served in prison for their crimes such as E. 
Howard Hunt, Donald Segretti and Egil 
Krogh; those now serving their sentences 
such as Charles Colson and John W. Dean 
3d; and those who stand accused of grave 
crimes such as H. R. Haldeman, John N. 
Mitchell and Mr. Nixon himself would all be 
treated the same. 

Instead, he has laid American jurispru
dence open to the severe and lingering ac
cusation that there is one kind of justice for 
the agents and underlings and another for 
the ex-President in whose name and for 
whose supposed benefit the misdeeds were 
committed. 
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President Ford speaks of compassion. It ls 

tragic that he had no compassion and con
cern for the Constitution and the Govern
ment of law that he has sworn to uphold 
and defend. He could probably have taken 
no single act of a non-criminal nature that 
would have more gravely damaged the cred
ibility of this Government in the eyes of the 
world and of its own people than this un
conscionable act of pardon. 

Rather than calm public passions and re
store a fundamental sense of national unity. 
Mr. Ford has ignited fresh controversy. How 
bitter that controversy is sure to become was 
shown by the immediate resignation in pro
test of the President's own press secretary, 
J. F. terHorst, acting as "a matter of con
science." It might have stirred less public 
outrage if the President, in what amounted 
to secret and discreditable plea bargaining 
with his predecessor, had insisted on a frank 
and forthright confession of guilt. Instead 
he settled for an unctuous, guileful state
ment from Mr. Nixon in which the former 
President admits nothing specific and skill
fully blurs the issues. The Justice Depart
ment's deal with former Vice President 
Agnew last year was seriously questionable; 
yesterday's arrangement sinks below even 
that poor precedent. 

Moreover, the arrangement avoids nothing 
in the way of publicity and public contro
versy. Presumably, the cover-up trial in
volving six of Mr. NiXon's former aides is 
stUI to be held and he is sure to be called as 
a witness. He will have to testify at length 
under oath to all the demeaning details of 
the cover-up. 

Because his pardon has immunized him, he 
cannot avoid testifying by claiming the Fifth 
Amendment privilege against self-incrimina
tion inasmuch as he cannot now be pros
ecuted. If he testifies falsely, he is stUI open 
to prosecution for perjury. In short, nothing 
has changed except that the defendants and 
the jurors are to be confronted with the 
savage irony that the man who ordered the 
cover-up, benefited from it and repeatedly 
lied to the American people and to his own 
Congressional defenders about it is now to be 
a principal witness in the trial of those who 
did his bidding. They face the possibility of 
terms in prison while he can look forward to 
well-paid retirement in his luxurious seaside 
villa. 

Senator Mike Mansfield, the majority 
leader, and others who urged at the time of 
Mr. Nixon's resignation that the Congress go 
forward with the constitutional process of 
impeachment by the House and trial by the 
Senate have now been vindicated. Because of 
the House's refusal to follow through with 
impeachment and Mr. Ford's preemption of 
the courts by granting this pardon, neither 
the political nor the judicial institution of 
this country have had a~ opportunity to 
weigh all the evidence concerning Mr. Nixon's 
offenses and reach a clear, final judgment. 

In a time when the nation has been re
peatedly dismayed by so many acts or corrup
tion, intrigue and deceit, President Ford has 
signally failed to provide courageous and im
partial moral leadership. When asked less 
than a year ago whether he would do pre
cisely what he has now done, Mr. Ford in
dicated to Congress that he would not, add
ing, "I do not think the public would stand 
for it." 

At his first news conference on Aug. 28, 
President Ford again pledged himself to 
respect the special prosecutor's obligation to 
take necessary action against "any and all 
individuals." Although not ruling out the 
ultimate exercise of clemency, the President 
observed: "There have been no changes made. 
There has been no action by the courts, there 
has been no action by any jury, and until 
any legal process has been undertaken I think 
it's unwise and untimely for me to make any 
commitments." 

Instead of adhering to those wise public 
pronouncements, Mr. Ford has now moved 
secretly and suddenly to block the normal 
workings of justice. It is an act of flagrant 
favoritism. It can only outrage and dis
hearten millions of his fellow citizens who 
thought that at last the laws of this nation 
would be enforced without fear or favor. This 
blundering intervention is a body blow to the· 
President's own credibility and to the public's 
reviving confidence in the integrity of its 
Government. 

[From the Minneapolis Tribune, Sept. 9, 
1974] 

THE NIXON PARDON 

On August 28, responding to a question 
about a possible pardon for Richard NiXon, 
President Ford said: "Until any legal process 
has been undertaken, I think it is unwise 
and untimely for me to make any commit
ment." He went on to say that he would not 
make such a commitment "until the matter 
reaches me." 

But yesterday, before any formal legal ac
tion had been started, let alone put before 
him, Mr. Ford issued a full and uncondi
tional pardon to his predecessor. 

We think Mr. Ford was right on August 
28-and, on the basis of the words he used 
in announcing his pardon, wrong yesterday. 

The issue is not whether a pardon should 
have been granted to Nixon at an appropriate 
stage of a criminal proceeding. That decision 
would quite properly have rested solely with 
the president; his authority to issue pardons 
is explicitly rooted in the Constitution, is 
clear, and is sweeping. 

But, as Mr. Ford himself repeatedly stressed 
during his August 28 news conference, the 
question of a pardon should not have been 
decided until after at least the begilnning of 
a legal process against Nixon. In the absence 
of some more complete explanation, many 
Americans must conclude that Mr. Ford has 
espoused a double standard of justice-one 
for ex-presidents and another for the rest of 
us. The most obvious example, of course, is 
that of the many Nixon aides who have been 
indicted, convicted or senrtenced to prison for 
criminal acts done under the direction of the 
man who was pardoned yesterday. 

Nixon yesterday issued a statement similar 
to many that he has made before. He ad
mitted no guilt for his role in the Watergate 
cover-up, conceding only that he was "wrong 
in not acting more decisively and more forth
rightly in dealing with Watergate." The 
presidential pardon gives Nixon a license to 
go on making misleading statements like 
that one-though not many Americans, we 
suspect, any longer believe them. 

President Ford's demeanor as he announced 
his decision yesterday supported his state
ment that he had followed the dictates CYf his 
conscience. His off-the-cuff comment that 
Nixon's health was "threatened" by continu
ing uncertainty over his fate may be the best 
clue to the president's decision to act now 
rather than waiting, as he had previously said 
he would do, until formal legal proceedings 
had at least begun. 

There may have been compelling reasons 
for Mr. Ford to short-circuit the judicial 
process. But if there were, he did not make 
them sufficiently clear yesterday. If he be
lieves, as he said, that pardoning Richard 
Nixon was essential to healing the nation's 
political wounds, he owes the country some 
further explanation. Without it, his action 
may have precisely the opposite effect. 

OKLAHOMA CITY POLICE OFFICERS 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, oc

casionally we see news accounts of some 
unpleasant incident involving a law en
forcement officer who bas acted improp-

erly in the performance of his job. I be
lieve such incidents are rare and certain
ly not indicative of the type of men and 
women who serve the people so well. 

Recently an article appeared in the 
Daily Oklahoman which described sev
eral acts of simple human kindness per
formed by Oklahoma City police officers 
in the performance of their duties. Such 
acts, which usually involve spending 
money out of their own pockets are, I 
believe, much more representative of the 
character of law enforcement officers 
and should not go unnoticed. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
POLICE LIKE To HELP BUT WALLETS SOME

TIMES TOO THIN 

(By Steve Trolinger) 
Imagine the big, tough policeman tender

ly-and clumsily-cleaning up an abandoned 
baby and pinning on a fresh diaper or shell
ing out money from his own wallet at 3 a .m. 
so an indigent mother and child can have 
lodging and food. 

Such events happen almost daily at the 
Oklahoma City Police Department. 

The only hangup in the nice tale 1s that it 
is costing officers hundreds of dollars of their 
own money each year, not to mention taking 
many off-duty hours trying to care for those 
that have no place to go. 

To help ease the situation Sgt. Richard 
Mullins, who is president of the Central 
Oklahoma Peace Officers for Better Juvenile 
Justice, is hoping to establish a cash fund 
that will be available when these emergencies 
arise. 

"The problem is really at its worst in the 
winter when we get calls late at night from 
women who have children in a house with 
no gas or electricity or food because the hus
band has just up and left," Mullins said. 

"When the husband leaves, the wife is 
often too proud to call for help, so a neighbor 
calls us and the officers end up paying for 
them a place to stay and food for the night," 
he said. 

Mullins said part of that problem has been 
alleviated with the cooperation of Oklahoma 
Gas and Electric Co. and Oklahoma Natural 
Gas Co., both of which have offered to go to 
a home any time day or night and turn on . 
the gas and electricity at an officer's request. 

'The sergeant said officers st1ll need money 
to put up deposits with the gas and electric 
companies the day following the request if it 
is to be left on until the persons can find an
other means of paying the bills. 

Mullins said he also would like to see 
enough money in a fund to guarantee pay
ment to one grocery store on the north side 
of Oklahoma City and one in the south where 
officers can get food for the needy during 
the night. 

"There is no problem in the daytime get
ting some emergency cash and food for these 
people through the welfare department or a 
religious organization, but no one in town 
is available for all situations, 24 ·hours a 
day," he said. 

The most recent example occurred about 
9:30 p.m. Friday when Mull1ns said the de
partment received a call from a woman with 
an 18-month-old baby and no place to go. 

The officer said the woman had been living 
with another woman in Oklahoma City do
ing housework for room and board while 
drawing a small welfare check. 

He said the woman had left town on bus
iness and when she returned the landlady 
would not let her back into the house and 
was holding the welfare check in lieu of 
payment of a telephone bill. 

J 
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"So she came to the police department 

asking for help and we contacted the Salva
tion Army. But they told us because she 
listed a local address and was drawing a wel
fare check they could not help," Mullins 
said. 

Mullins said a community service officer 
later took the mother and child back to 
where they had been staying and the wom
an again refused to take them in. 

The detective said the CSO officer called 
him at home about 2:30 a.m., Saturday and 
asked what to do. 

"We had no choice but to come up with 
the money and put her and the child up in 
a motel for the night and buy them some 
food," he said. 

Mullins was reluctP.nt to admit the $20 for 
the food and lodging came from his own 
pocket. 

The detective said his organization has 
asked the Oklahoma County Bar Association 
to help establish the fund and he is wait
ing their action on the matter. 

Mullins s.aid he believes a minimum of 
$100 would. be needed in the fund at all 
times to handle the situations as they arise. 

He said t h e "middle of the night" cases are 
only part of the picture . Officers constant
ly have to purchase diapers while others 
shell ou t for everything for toys to food and 
soda pop for lost or abandoned children. 

"Officers have a heart and will go buy those 
t h ings every time there are children in here 
t h at need help," Mullins said. 

THE WAR IN SOUTH VIETNAM AND 
U.S. AID POLICY 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, the Con
gress this year exercised its policy re
sponsibility with respect to American in
volvement in South Vietnam in a very 
forthright manner. It did so through its 
traditional role as keeper of the Federal 
purse strings. 

Since American troops were removed 
from South Vietnam a year and a half 
ago, the administration and the Penta
gon have insisted that massive levels of 
military aid to the Thieu regime were 
necessary to prevent collapse of the Gov
ernment there. Many of us in the Con
gress and in the public felt that too-high 
levels of military aid were counterpro· 
ductive and only encouraged aggressive 
military activity by the South Vietnam
ese forces. The cease-fire agreement 
never came close to being observed after 
its signing in Paris, and the constant 
jockeying of the two sides for control of 
remote outposts, and land areas, was a 
main factor in this continued warfare. 

Despite the failure of the cease-fire; 
despite apparent American disregard for 
certain aspects of the cease-fire agree
ment in its resupply of South Vietnam; 
despite the urgent need to lower the Fed
eral budget--the Pentagon asked for a 
major increase in military aid to South 
Vietnam for fiscal year 1975: $1.45 bil
lion, up from a spending level in South 
Vietnam for fiscal year 1974 of around 
$750 to $800 million. Congress was told 
that without this level of funding dire 
reverses would occur, our policy in Viet
nam could be undermined, the country 
could fall to the Communists. 

Congress thought differently, however. 
We were convinced that much of the 
military aid was squandered or misused, 
some of it represented purchase of little
needed sophisticated weapons, and the 
overall rate of usage of military supplies 

should be lowered, so as to lower the 
level of violence. Therefore, Congress ap
propriated only $700 million, less than 
half the request, and a figure which I 
personally felt could have been lowered 
further. 

I was very gratified, therefore, to read 
an article in the New York Times of Sep
tember 3, 1974, describing the reaction 
and adjustment which the South Viet
namese forces were preparing to make 
in response to the American aid level. 
This article shows that changes in strate
gy are perfectly feasible to lessen the 
usage of military supplies, without sac
rificing the military control of the major 
cities under Government control. There
sult, it appears, will be less fighting in 
remote outposts, and perhaps a clearer 
realization on both sides of the essen
tially stalemated position. This should 
encourage negotiations, and observance 
of the cease-fire agreement. Contrary to 
the Pentagon's predictions, there is ap
parently no sign that South Vietnam will 
crumble because the spigot of American 
arms aid has been tightened up. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the Times article published 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Sept. 3, 1974] 
CUT IN U.S. AID FORCES SAIGON To SHIFT ITS 

STRATEGY AND YIELD SOME OUTPOSTS 
(By David K. Shipler) 

SAIGON, SOUTH VIETNAM, September 2.
Cuts in American military aid have begun 
to force shifts in strategy by the South Viet
namese Army. 

In an effort to save fuel and ammunition, 
Government forces have abandoned some 
isolated outposts, have virtually ended t he 
"harassment and interdiction" artillery and 
that once peppered Communist territory and 
have replaced some large-unit operations 
with small, long-range infantry patrols that 
penetrate and attack deep inside North Viet
namese and Vietcong strongholds. 

Army officers, foreign military men and 
Government civiUans who describe these 
changes differ on their military significance. 

Some think the withdrawals from outposts 
will effectively cede contested land to the 
Communists, thereby sharpening territorial 
divisions between the two sides and perhaps 
facilitating any future effort to draw a map 
delineat ing areas of control. Such delinea
tion was prescribed by the Paris truce agree
ment of Jan. 27, 1973, but has been resisted 
by both sides. 

Other military men argue, however, that 
many of the outposts are important. They 
also believe that the spotty configuration of 
control will persist, especially in the Mekong 
Delta. 

WASTE OF AMMUNITION SEEN 
As for harassment and interdiction fire

in which . an enemy's territory and supply 
routes are shelled almost at random-mili
tary men have long debated the value of the 
practice in Vietnam. 

Some regard it as a waste of ammunition 
that causes suffering mostly among the ci
viUan population of Communist-held areas. 
Others contend that the unpredictable shell
ing keeps opposing troops tense, denies them 
rest and damages their morale. 

There is widespread agreement that the 
third element of the strategic chance-the 
increased use of long-range patrols-w111 
work to the benefit of the South Vietnamese 
Army, which is normally restricted to a de-

fensive posture around population centers 
and along major highways. The patrols in
volve 6 to 30 men who are sent for several 
days at a time to attack specific targets in 
Communist territory. They have been used 
mostly in the northern h alf of South Viet
nam. 

The abandonment of outposts has been the 
most dramatic and controversial change in 
strategy. It first emerged six to nine months 
ago as nothing more than an occasional 
exception to President Nguyen Van Thieu's 
directive that not one inch should be given 
to the Communists. 

But the exceptions have become the rule 
in recent weeks as the Communists have 
stepped up their attacks and as Congress 
has voted cuts in American miUtary aid to 
South Vietnam, trimming a $1.45-bUUon 
Administration request to $700-mUllon for 
this fiscal year. 

"We are not going to have much money," 
said one well-placed army officer, "so these 
outposts serve very little purpose since we 
cannot afford to do anything with them." 

"Unless a position has some political value, 
like a big city," he continued, "no position
especially in a sparsely populated area-is 
considered important enough for us to stick 
and fight and die." 

According to informed sources, about 500 
of the 3,000 outposts in the Mekong Delta 
will be "consolidated" in an effort to conserve 
ammunition. Some are well within secure 
Government areas, but others, surrounded 
by Communist forces, have caused large 
drains on fuel supplies resupplied by air. 

Elsewhere, abandonment has been related 
to Communist attacks. Without abundant 
artlllery shells and bombs with which to sup
port the small forces of local militiamen 
who often man the outposts, commanders 
have taken to making fast retreats in the 
early stages of an assault before casualties 
become high. 

HEAVY COMMUNIST PRESSURE 
Uncounted outposts have been given up 

along the central coast in Quang Ngai and 
·Quang Nam Provinces under heavy pressure 
by North Vietnamese troops. Some of the 
Government positions reportedly had been 
established after the cease-fire as a way of 
asserting Government control over fertile 
riceland. "The Communists are just taking 
back what they consider to be theirs," a 
Western diplomat remarked. 

In Tay Ninh Province 50 miles southwest 
of Saigon, the North Vietnamese overran 
two Government outposts on Aug. 20 in 
what one Western mllitary officer called an 
attempt to open a logistical corridor along 
the western bank of the Vam Co River. 

This would provide the Communists with 
an infiltration route from Cambodia into 
the western provinces of the Mekong Delta, 
where a Government offensive routed the 
North Vietnamese from an important base 
area called Tri Phap. 

Some analysts believe the main military 
impact of the emerging Governmen t attitude 
toward outposts will be logistical. "If you 
have an outpost on a canal, for example," one 
remarked, "it makes it m ore d ifficult for 
the enemy to get past by night, and it pro
vides early warning of troop movements." 

But a South Vietnamese officer disagreed. 
"When the North Vietnamese Army moves, it 
moves in big units," he said "so, the exist
ence of a small outpost of maybe 10 people 
doesn't make any difference. And two or 
three Vietcong can go anywhere-they know 
their way around." 

The usefulness of small outposts-which 
often serve as bases for patrols into the 
neighboring countryside-has declined also 
as a result of a transformation of the North 
Vietnamese logistics system into a modern 
network of roads, oil pipelines and supply 
routes. This has happened in the absence o! 
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American bombing in the 19 months since 
the Paris cease-fire agreement. 

Maj. Gen. John E. Murray, who recently 
left the post of United States defense 
attache in Saigon, observed in an interview 
last month that while North Vietnamese 
Army units coming south used to spend a 
month or more "squirreling around" uncover
ing caches of supplies and getting their lo
gistics in order, they could now go into bat
tle immediately upon arrival because the 
supply system was already functioning for 
them. 

"There's a logistics genius back there," 
General Murray declared. 

FIREPOWER INCREASED 

One result has been an increase in the 
volume of ammunition and firepower used by 
the North Vietnamese in the fighting of the 
last few months. One foreign military officer 
said that many outposts had been given up 
after heavy Communist artlllery barrages 
with no ground attack. 

He noted that while the Government once 
used about 10 times the amount of ammuni
tion that the Communists used in battle, the 
ratio had recently shrunk to two to one. 
"And the Communists get cost effectiveness 
out of every round," he explained. "·£hey're 
sitting up in the hills looking down on a 
town, while the Government shoots up in the 
bloody hills and hopes it hits something." 

Few believe that the strategy changes will 
suddenly break the military stalemate be
tween the two sides. However, as a South 
Vietnamese army officer put it, "We know 
we don't have enough troops to occupy the 
whole country. But we also know they don't 
have enough troops to occupy the whole 
country." 

OUR POLLUTED AIR ~ 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, for 
some time now the Environmental Pro
tection Agency, the National Science 
Foundation, and the Congress have been 
evaluating the effectiveness of the Clean 
Air Act of 1970. As part of this evalua
tion process, the Environmental Protec
tion Agency commissioned a study to 
determine the carbon monoxide level 
found inhuman blood. 

I believe the results of tests taken in a 
number of different sites throughout the 
United States of people exposed to carbon 
monoxide from various sources, but who 
do not smoke cigarettes is profoundly 
disturbing. I ask that the article appear
ing in the Washington Post of August 27, 
by Victor Cohn, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Aug. 27, 1974] 
STUDY SHOWS MONOXIDE SATURATES BLOOD IN 

UNITED STATES 

(By Victor Cohn) 
Carbon monoxide has so saturated Amer

icans' blood that nearly half of nonsmokers 
have more of it in their systems than federal 
safety standards would permit. 

Smokers have two to four times more-so 
much that in some cases they should not be 
allowed to give their polluted blood to heart 
patients. 

These are among findings disclosed yester
day from a federally sponsored survey of 
29,000 persons in 18 areas, including the na
tion's largest cities. Called "astounding" by 
the survey's scientific director the results 
give the Environmental Protection Agency 
one of the most serious pictures of the na
tion's air pollution it has yet received. 

The carbon monoxide level in 45 per cent 

of nonsmokers, the study showed, was 1.5 
per cent or more-a level so high that it could 
threaten the lives of a vulnerable 1 to 3 per 
cent of the population. 

Carbon monoxide binds with red blood cells 
to displace oxygen. At high levels, this is fatal. 
At low ones, like those now in the average 
person's bloodstream, it causes no known 
results. 

But in persons with advanced heart or 
blood vessel diseases or in the elderly or in 
some infants it may cause "untoward effects 
they cannot tolerate," said Dr. Richard D. 
Stewart, main author of the report in the 
Journal of the American Medical Association. 

A professor of environmental medicine at 
the Medical College of Wisconsin, he called 
the study's results astounding in showing 
that a great percentage of the U.S. popula
tion is chronically exposed to excessive car
bon monoxide. 

"These carbon monoxide levels are higher 
than we would have expected from our pre
vious studies, which merely measured carbon 
monoxide in the air at specUJ,c sites," agreed 
Dr. John Finklea, director of EPA health 
effects studies. 

Made from 1969 to 1972, the study found 
the highest carbon monoxide levels in Den
ver and Los Angeles. In both cities, 76 per 
cent of nonsmokers showed levels above 1.5 
per cent, with average of 2 per cent in Den
ver and 1.8 per cent in Los Angeles. 

Other high cities were Chicago (with 74 
per cent of nonsmokers above 1.5 per cent 
and a 1.7 per cent average), New Orleans (59 
per cent above 1.5 per cent; 1.6 per cent aver
age), Detroit (42 per cent above 1.5 per cent; 
1.6 per cent average), San Francisco {61 per 
cent above 1.5 per cent; 1.5 per cent average) 
and Seattle (55 per cent above 1.5 per cent; 
1.5 per cent average). 

Washington and its Maryland suburbs 
average lower than most large cities, with 
35 per cent of the population above 1.5 per 
cent, and a 1.2 per cent average. New York's 
figures were the same. Washington's North
ern Virginia subur'Js were not included in the 
study. 

Result.-; could be worse in specific parts of 
the cities studied and for specific groups, 
Dr. Stewart and colleagues pointed out. 
Study of 20 blood donors at the Sears and 
Roebuck northeast Washington warehouse, 
for example, showed an average concentra
tion of 2.1 per cent in nonsmokers. 

All "vehicle-related" workers had high 
levels. The highest of all was found in taxi 
dirvers, who take in carbon monoxide with 
almost every working breath. 

Eight nonsmoking New York City cab driv
ers returning from work had carbon mo
noxide saturations of 1.3 to 5.8 per cent. 
Twelve cigarette-smoking cab drivers dis
played an average of 6 per cent, with the 
highest at 13 per cent. 

Other high groups were found among 
workers where carbon monoxide is part of 
industrial pollution-metal, chemical, stone 
and glass processors, printers and other 
graphic arts workers, welders and electrical 
assemblers and repairmen. 

Others often exposed, Dr. Finklea· said, are 
those who live where there are faulty fur
naces-common in inner city areas-and 
those where there is a lot of cigarette smol!::
ing indoors. "However, autos are the largest 
contributor," he added. Here, too, crowded 
inner cities are particularly affected. 

The Medical College of Wisconsin study 
was made for EPA and jointly financed by 
the Coordinating Research Coun9il which in
cludes EPA and the auto and oil industries. 

The 1971 air quality act ordered a restraint 
on carbon monoxide. The limit set is 1.5 per 
cent saturation of non-smokers' blood by 
carboxyhemoglobin the chemical produced 
when the poisonous gas enters blood cells. 

EPA orginally said 38 cities had to begin 
various transportation controls to meet all 

air quality standards by 1975. But it has 
changed the date for 24 cities (including 
Washington and New York) to 1977 because 
of technical and political snags. 

"Our study," said Stewart, "shows that if 
we temporize we are going to affect some 
persons' health." 

AMERICAN NATIONAL THEATER 
AND ACADEMY TO HONOR ROSA
LIND RUSSELL 
Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to announce that Rosalind Rus
sell will be honored by the American 
National Theater and Academy on 
October 6, 1974, at the Janss Estate in 
Holmby Hills, Calif. The climax of the 
evening will be the presentation of the 
coveted ANTA National Artist's Award 
to Miss Russell. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues some of the outstanding high
lights and activities of Miss Russell's 
career. Roz, as she is affectionately 
called, came to Hollywood from Broad
way. She became a star almost imme
diately and has remained at the top of 
her profession. Her triumphs and 
achievements are many and varied. 

She has won four Academy Award 
nominations as the Best Actress of the 
Year. The pictures were: "My Sister 
Eileen," a comedy; "Sister Kenny," a 
biographical drama; "Mourning Be
comes Electra," Eugene O'Neill's tragedy, 
and "Auntie Marne." She has .also been 
awarded the Foreign Correspondents' 
Golden Award five times as best actress. 

Her variety of roles constantly proves 
her amazing versatility. Miss Russell 
created "Auntie Marne" on stage and 
screen; in "Majority of One" she por
trayed the lovable Bertha Jacoby; in 
"Picnic" she played a frustrated school
marm; and the relentless Rose in the 
film version of the musical "Gypsy." 

She captured every award ever de
vised for the theater, including the lOth 
Anniversary Donaldson Award for best 
performance by an actress and out
standing achievement in theater, 
1952-53; the Antoinette Perry Award for 
best actress, 1952; the Barter Theater 
Award for best actress, 1953, and 
Comoedia Award for Best Actress, 1957. 
She also garnered "The best feminine 
performance in a musical" by the Variety 
drama critics poll. 

A trendsetter in the world of fashion, 
she has won many awards in this field, 
including the Hall of Fame of the New 
York Dress Institute's Ten Best Dressed 
Women in the World. 

Beyond all this talent and creativity, 
Roz has a great compassion and under
standing of people, including the Wom
en's Guild of Cedars-Sinai Hospital, the 
Center Theatre Group, the Performing 
Arts Council of the Los Angeles Music 
Center, the Sister Kenny Foundation, St. 
John's Hospital, and the National Ar
thritis and Rheumatism Foundation. 

Roz was awarded the City of Hope 
Award for outstanding humanitarian and 
the Los Angeles Times Woman of the 
Year Award, for outstanding achieve
ment. 

She is also a member of the Los Angeles 
League for Crippled Children Disabled 
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Vets Service Foundation, a member of 
the United Hospital Fund of New York 
City, and the American Cancer Society 
of Beverly Hills. 

Rosalind Russell is truly a great lady. 
Her many performances on stage and 
screen have brought joy and laughter 
into our hearts. Through her various civic 
and philanthropic endeavors she has 
helped her fellow Americans lead better, 
richer lives. We owe her a great debt. 

I am certain that my colleagues will 
join with me today in commending Rosa
lind Russell for her contributions and 
congratulate her as she is honored by 
the ANTA. 

SENATOR BROCK ON PERFORM
ANCE ROYALTIES 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I am con
cerned that there may be some misun
derstanding as to my vote on the Ervin 
amendment to the copyright bill yester
day. I wish to set the record straight. 
The Ervin amendment deleted the per
formance royalty section from the copy
right bill. Although I support the prin
ciple of a performance royalty for re
cording artists, I did vote in favor of the 
Ervin amendment. I did so for two rea
sons. 

First, it is imperative that the Senate 
demonstrate its support for copyright 
revision. There are many important sec
tions in the new bill on which the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas (Mr. 
McCLELLAN) labored long and hard. One 
section reaffirms the right of a recording 
artist to copyright his performance of 
a particular song. I feared that contro
versy over the performance royalty sec
tion might endanger pasage of the en
tire bill. 

Second, the distinguished Senator 
from Pensylvania <Mr. ScoTT) has an
nounced his intention to introduce leg
islation early in the next Congress which 
would establish the principle of a per
formance royalty. The distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Pat
ents, Trademarks, and Copyrights <Mr. 
McCLELLAN) has agreed to hold hearings 
on the issue, and I am confident that 
these hearings will demonstrate the 
value and fairness of the performance 
royalty. 

In sum, I support the concept of a 
performance royalty and I believe that, 
after the Senate gives due consideration 
to the matter, the majority of my col
leagues will suport it as well. 

SUPPORT EXPRESSED FOR THE 
HEALTH SERVICES ACT OF 1974 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am 

indeed pleased to express my enthusias
tic support for the Health Services Act of 
1974. This legislation was first introduced 
by Senator KENNEDY, myself, and other 
Senators on April 1, 1974. It contains 
important revisions of three major pro
grams which are due to expire and, in 
addition, adds several important new ini
tiatives for the provision of health serv
ices in the United States. The original 
bill has been extensively revised by the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 

Committee and was unanimously ap
proved and ordered reported on August 7, 
1974. 

The first three important titles of the 
bill address themselves to the extension 
and improvement of the community 
health centers program, the migrant 
health centers program, and the com
munity mental health centers program. 
During the last year and a half, the ad
ministration has proposed a variety of 
actions which would have the effect of 
stifling and slowing development of these 
health centers programs. The budget re
quests for 1974 and 1975 specifically pro
posed that no new mental health centers 
be funded and the administration also 
recommended that there be no extension 
of legislative authority for community 
mental health centers. With respect to 
migrant health centers the administra
tion proposed the termination of the 
existing separate authority and that 
these vital initiatives be funded-at 
minimal levels-through the general 
authority contained in section 314(e) of 
the Public Health Services Act. 

The administration pursued a philos
ophy for all health services programs 
which is intended to make these centers 
as self-sufficient as possible in order 
that Federal support may be reduced. 
Yet the commitee has heard from centers 
that the real effect of the administra
tion's approach has been to risk .cutbacks 
in services for those who are not covered 
by third parties and to substantially 
favor those whose income or insurance 
coverage permitted them to pay the en
tire bill. 

It is the purpose of the legislation be
fore the Senate today to respond to the 
criticisms about administrative ineffi
ciency and lack of self -sufficiency while 
at the same time reaffirming the commit
ment of the Congress to stimulate and 
preserve comprehensive health services 
in every community where they are 
needed. This bill extends the community 
mental health centers program and re
affirms the legislative intent that the 
community mental health centers pro
gram is not a demonstration program. 
Rather, this effort is intended to assure 
that such centers be established nation
wide and although 500 centers have been 
funded to date we must still work to 
achieve the original goal of approxi
mately 1,500 centers throughout the 
United States. The bill also expands the 
migrant health program which I origi
nally authored more than 10 years ago. 
This initiative remains a separate au
thority in order to give this sorely under
served population clear visibility within 
the statutes. It authorizes planning and 
development grants and startup and 
initial operation grants to migrant health 
centers and other entities which would 
offer a broad rang~ of services-includ
ing ambulatory, medical, referral, and 
environmental health services-in an 
area in which not less than 5,000 mi
grants and their families reside. It would 
also provide assistance to entities without 
regard to the minimum migrant popula
tion requirement. And, it includes a sep
arate authorization to cover the reason
able costs of inpatient and outpatient 
hospital services for migrants. Finally, 

with respect to the last of these com
munity-based programs, the bill repeals 
section 314(e) of the PHS Act-under 
which neighborhood health centers have 
previously been funded-and replaces it 
with a new community health centers 
authority which more clearly spells out 
the type of centers envisioned by the 
Congress. This title would include plan
ning and development, startup, and ini
tial operation grants for the operation 
of community health centers which 
would offer a medically underserved pop
ulation a broad range of ambulatory, 
medical care referral, and environmental 
health services. 

In addition to these well established 
health services efforts, the committee has 
added certain ether authorities to the 
bill to meet various specific problems 
which require Federal attention. Among 
these are: 

First. Health revenue sharing-extends 
existing section 314(d) of the Public 
Health Service Act for 1 year with a 
total authorization of $160 million, $70 
million of which would be for allocations 
to the States through the 314(d) for
mula for purposes of screening, detec
tion, diagnosis and treatment of hyper
tension. Section 317 of the PHS Act is 
also extended for 1 year with in
creased authorization level and ex
panded to provide support for control of 
other diseases as well as communicable 
diseases. 

Second. Home health services-estab
lishes a program of startup grants to 
homQ. health agencies and grants for 
training personnel to provide home 
health services. 

Third. Establishment of a Presidential 
Commission on Mental Health and Ill
ness of the Elderly for a 5-year period to 
review the mental health needs of the 
elderly and recommend a national policy 
for the care and treatment of mentally 
ill aged persons. 

Fourth. Establishment of a new center 
within the National Institute of Mental 
Health to study the causes, control and 
treatment of rape and to establish a 
clearinghouse of information on these 
subjects. In addition, the bill provides 
support for demonstration projects in the 
prevention and control of rape. 

Fifth. Establishment of a temporary 
commission appointed by the Secretary 
of the Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare to advise Congress and the 
President on a comprehensive national 
plan for the control of epilepsy and its 
consequences, and the roles of State and 
Federal Government in research on epi
lepsy and on the identification, treat
ment and rehabilitation of persons with 
epilepsy. 

Mr. President, I am particularly grati
fied that this bill includes my proposal 
to establish a comprehensive program 
for the treatment and diagnosis of hemo
philia. This legislation was first intro
duced as S. 1326 on March 22, 1973. Since 
that time, 24 of my Senate colleagues 
have joined me as cosponsors of the bill. 

I find great hope in the fact that he
mophiliacs are unique among c-hronic dis
ease victims because they are not born 
crippled and they can be treated if they 
are able to take advantage of newly de-



September 11, 1974 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 30753 

vel oped forms of therapy. Without this 
on-going care, severe and moderate he
mophiliacs must suffer tragic conse
quences throughout their lifetime and 
become an unnecessary burden to them
selves, their families, and to our whole 
society. For not only is there a severe 
physical crisis confronting such an in
dividual, but he is constantly threatened 
with great uncertainty since a bleeding 
episode may strike without a warning. As 
a result, there is a tendency among fam
ily members and the hemophiliac him
self to curb many otherwise routine day
to-day activities. This kind of toll is im
possible to measure-and in many cases 
it is devastating. 

So, I say once again, the hemophiliac 
has a right to care. But, how is the he
mophiliac with an annual family income 
of $10,000 going to be able to secure ade
quate care? 

Mr. President, we know that in the 
last two decades medical research has 
been successful in developing fraction
ated concentrates of factor VIII and 
factor IX. This development, together 
with new treatment techniques, have 
made it possible for most hemophiliacs to 
self-administer the appropriate clotting 
factor at home. 

Unfortunately, despite these remark
able breakthroughs, this replacement 
therapy is out of reach for the average 
hemophiliac. And it is unavailable for 
several reasons; the same reasons which 
plague the whole of our health care sys
tem. It is unavailable because the min
imum costs for replacement therapy for 
the severe and moderate hemophiliac run 
upward of $5,000 per year. 

It is unavailable because this Nation 
has simply been wasting its precious 
blood resources. We have yet to develop 
a rational and efficient blood policy and 
are threatened with a major crisis in 
medical treatment which requires the 
use of blood and blood products. 

It is unavailable because at the present 
time there are only a scattering of 
medical centers in the United States 
which provide any major emphasis on 
the treatment and diagnosis of this 
disease. Thus there are only a few areas 
in the country where there are adequate 
treatment and diagnosis facilities or 
where there is decent social and voca
tional counseling for hemophilia 
patients. 

And, it is unavailable because we face 
a short supply of professional and para
professional personnel trained in hemo
philia diagnosis, treatment, and research. 

Nor do we have adequate mechanisms 
whereby physicians in outlying areas 
have ongoing contacts with those cen
ters which run hemophilia diagnostic 
and treatment programs. 

It is clear, therefore, that a compre- . 
hensive approach to treating hemophilia 
is vitally necessary. And it is because I 
see such great hope in fashioning a 
workable system that I introduced S. 
1326. 

As incorporated in the Health Services 
Act, this is a very straightforward 
provision. 

It establishes a program to be admin
istered by the Secretary of HEW whereby 
any hemophiliac in need of replacement 
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therapy shall be entitled to payment for 
the actual cost of providing blood, blood 
products, and services associated with 
such treatment. 

The only limitations are that most in
dividuals are required to pay 25 percent 
of these costs up to a maximum of $500 
per year. 

But, because I firmly believe that we 
must do more than develop adequate 
financing mechanisms for health care, 
this provision also calls for the establish
ment of a minimum of 15 hemophilia di
agnostic and treatment centers. 

These centers would train professionals 
in diagnosis, treatment and research; 
would offer diagnosis and treatment pro
grams together with programs of social 
and vocational counseling, and would 
provide individualized written programs 
for each person treated by or in associa
tion with such centers. 

In addition, a provision is included 
authorizing grants and contracts for the 
establishment of blood separation cen
ters to extract necessary blood compo
nents. 

This is important for hemophilia re
placement therapy and can have a sig
nificant impact on the development of 
a nationwide blood separation policy. 

These last two provisions are vital 
initiatives since in my view reform of 
the health care delivery system must go 
hand in hand with universal access to 
that system through some sort of financ
ing mechanism. 

To attack the financing problem with
out assuring that the services and re
sources are equally available would only 
aggravate an already intolerable situa
tion. 

Since the time this bill was first in
troduced it has received a great deal of 
attention and support. Yet, some have 
said that we should wait before acting 
since national health insurance will solve 
the problem. Others have said that this 
is just another example of what has be
come the "disease of the month" club. 

Well, I am not very sympathetic to 
those views. It does not seem possible to 
me that so rich a nation as the United 
States can say to an individual suffering 
from kidney disease, cancer, or hemo
philia that we are not going to provide 
you with the resources to live a normal 
life. 

Nor can we tell him that we have 
made enormous progress in finding new 
therapies but they are useless to you 
since you cannot afford them or find 
services and facilities to provide them. 

As one Senator. I cannot and will not 
adhere to such a philosophy. If it will 
cost $150 million to save the lives of 25,-
000 Americans who suffer from hemo
philia then I say let us act now to pro
vide those funds. Man's humanity to his 
fellow man demands at least that much. 
And if we can at the same time find more 
effective and less expensive means of 
controlling hemophilia, let us vigorously 
pursue that course as well. But we must 
not delay any longer in either endeavor. 

THE PRESIDENT'S PAY PROPOSAL 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the Com

mittee on Post Office and Civil Service 

has acted favorably on Senate Resolu
tion 394 to disapprove the President's 
alternative pay proposal affecting Fed
eral white-collar workers and military 
personnel. 

When this measure comes before us, 
I know all Senators will consider it on its 
merits, and those are considerable. The 
5.52-percent pay raise recommended by 
the Chairman of the Civil Service Com
mission and the Office of Management 
and Budget is little enough, particularly 
since it is based on a survey of private 
enterprise rates of pay in March, prior 
to the end of wage and price controls. 
Considering the movement of wages and 
prices since that time, this raise is not 
even really comparability, not the 
catchup raise needed to bring these Gov
ernment workers into parity with private 
industry counterparts. 

Mr. President, the New York Times 
recently editorialized in favor of permit
ting this raise to take effect as sched
uled, saying that there is no equity in 
decreeing that Federal employees alone 
be asked to make such a sacrifice. I ask 
unanimous consent that the Times' edi
torial, Skewed Sacrifice, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SKEWED SACRIFICE 

Useful as it is to have the Federal Govern
ment try to set an example of belt-tightening 
in the war against inflation, we see little fair
ness in President Ford's decision to compel 
3.6 million Federal employes to wait three 
extra months before receiving the 5.5 per cent 
pay raise they were scheduled to get Oct. 1. 

Four years ago, in an effort to take politics 
out of the fixing of pay rates for military and 
Federal employes, Congress established a sys
tem under which Federal raises were to be 
geared to those that workers were getting for 
comparable jobs in private employment. A 
review by the Administration's own experts 
resulted in a determination that the 5.5 per 
cent increase was needed to maintain com
parability now. Because living costs have 
gone up 11 per cent in the year since the last 
Federal pay increase, it could well be argued 
that even this proposal would leave Civil 
Service workers with a substantial cut in the 
purchasing power of their paychecks. 

If President Ford believes that a three
month wage freeze is needed as part of a 
rounded national program calling for 
equality of sacrifice to stop inflation, he 
ought to propose it on an across-the-board 
basis for all workers, public and private, at 
his forthcollling economic "summit" confer
ence. There is no equity in decreasing that 
such a sacrifice be limited to Federal em
ployes, who are forbidden by law from exer
cising the right to strike. It would strengthen 
confidence in the President's sense of eco
nomic justice if he recognized that unfair
ness on his own, instead of leaving it up to 
Congress, in the thirty days it now has in 
which to block the Ford order. 

PERFORMING ARTS ROYALTY 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I was 

unable to be present for the vote on the 
Ervin amendment to S. 1361, revision 
of the Copyright Law. If I had been 
present, I would have voted against the 
Ervin amendment. 

In the past, I have introduced legis
lation to provide for roy,alty payments 
for musicians, other artists, and record-
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ing companies when their talents are 
used for public performance. I have sup
ported this principle for many years, 
and I am still convinced that the crea
tion of a performance royalty is consist
ent with the overall policy approach of 
copyright legislation which is to en
courage and protect the creative arts. 

I do not believe that a performance 
royalty would be unconstitutional; nor 
do I believe that it would impose an un
due burden on the Nation's broadcasters; 
and I certainly do not believe that per
formance royalties would be inequitable. 
On the contrary, the performance roy
alty is a just principle which would re
ward those whose creative product is 
being used for profit by others. 

I am hopeful that after a complete ex
ploration of the merits of the perform
ing arts royalty in the 94th Congress, this 
principle will be incorporated into the 
final version of the Copyright Revision 
Law. 

THE SATELLITE NAVIGATION 
SYSTEM 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, this year 
is the lOth year of operation of a meth
od of navigation that uses orbiting satel
lites-one of the first practical benefits 
to mankind from space technology. This · 
system was developed for the NaVY at 
the Applied Physics Laboratory of the 
Johns Hopkins University. The univer
sity is located in Baltimore and the work 
on this system was done at a laboratory 
installation in Howard County, Md. Thus, 
Marylanders share a particular pride in 
the development of this system and its 
use today. 

Mr. President, an article on this sys
tem was published in the July 25 issue 
of the Johns Hopkins Gazette, and I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
APL's SATELLITE NAVIGATION SYSTEM NOW IN 

INTERNATIONAL USE 
A method of navigation using orbtting 

satellites-developed for the U.S. Navy by 
Applied Physics Laboratory scientists early 
in the nation's space program-has now be
t::ome an internationally deployed system. 

One of the first advancements brought 
about by space research and development to 
see popular use, the navigation system has 
been utilized by the Navy since the summer 
of 1964. Three years later the system was 
released by the government for civ111an and 

recovery of all astronauts from Apollo to 
Skylab and has guided Navy ships in circum
navigating the globe. 

The system was initiated in 1958 after two 
John Hopkins physicists, W1lliam Guier and 
George Weiffenbach, discovered that radio 
signals transmitted from the first Russian 
Sputnik and plotted geographically enabled 
them to determine the satemte's position. 

While monitoring the signals, the scien
tists noted a change in the frequency of the 
radio waves-better known as the Doppler 
shift. (The Doppler shift can be observed in 
the change in pitch of an ambulance siren 
as the ambulance passes.) By measuring the 
shift, the satell1te's orbit could be deter
mined. Another Johns Hopkins physicist, 
Frank McClure, later determined that if the 
satellite could be located by listening to the 
shift as it passes a known station on earth, 
the inverse problem-that of locating an un
known ground station-should be solvable. 

At least four satellites, each orbiting at an 
altitude of 600 miles, are employed in the 
system. About the size of a snare drum and 
weighing some 600 pounds, each satellite 
broadcasts its own position as well as a con
tinuous signal from which the Doppler shift 
measurement is made. The position of the 
satellite throughout its orbit is computed in 
advance on the ground, injected into the 
satellite memory and stored for rebroad
casting continuously for 12 hours. The me
mory is then updated. 

Aboard ship the continuous broadcast is 
picked up by a receiving unit and fed into 
a computer. The computer read-out gives 
the ship's position in longitude and latitude 
and the time. A similar unit has been de
veloped and built for use in the Navy's anti
submarine warfare aircraft P-3 Orion. A 
receiving unit for use in commercial aircraft 
may be developed in the near future. 

Other equipment developed for use in the 
system include a paired backpack set used 
for determining relative positions in any kind 
of terrain or over water and a Georeceiver 
for surveying-used recently to fix the posi
tion of the South Pole and measure the drift 
of ice. 

A recent system improvement was the 
launching of an experimental disturbance 
compensation unit (DISCOS) within the 
navigation satellite TRIAD in 1972. DISCOS 
permitted the spacecraft to counter the ex
ternal forces of solar radiation pressure and 
atmospheric drag on the orbiting satellite 
by means of thrusters, experimentally mak
ing it possible to predict orbits for 12 days. 
The orbits of the existing satellites are pre
dicted for 12-hour periods. 

Dr. Kershner sees the DISCOS unit as the 
promise of satellites with such predictable 
orbits that charts and almanacs of their 
positions could be printed. This would per
mit the elimination of shipboard computers 
for the receiving units, reducing the cost 
of satellite navigation equipment drastically. 

commercial use. VIETNAM VETERANS EDUCATION 
By the end of this year more than 500 ships 

from 15 countries-including the United Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, in the 
Kingdom, Japan, Russia and the People's past month, the veterans of our most re
Republic of China-will be finding their cent war have witnessed yet another 
positions at sea in any weather, day or night, chapter in the frustration of one of their 
anywhere in the world with an accuracy o:r most basic needs-the passage of an ade
better than a tenth of a mile. quate program of GI bill benefits to al-

The system is now in use on the ships of 1 th t 
Liberia, Brazil, France, Belgium, Norway, ow em o pursue their education and 
Canada, Nationalist China, Australia and training at a time of soaring educational 
Spain, and civilian sets are being manufac- costs. 
tured by four nations other than the United In the time since the Senate unani
states. Sets are in use on the Queen Elizabeth . mously passed a comprehensive program 
II and helped guide the ss Manhattan on of such benefits on June 19, our Viet-
her trip through the Northwest Passage. nam-era veterans have been waiting, and 

The unique system, developed at APL un- "t" d t 
der the leadership of R. B. Kershner, assist- wal mg, an wai ing, for Congress to 
ant director of APL and head of its space complete action on this crucial legisla
program, represents the only operational use tion and send it on to the President for 
of satell1tes for navigation in the history of his signature. 
space development. It has been used in the I do not believe they can or should be 

asked to wait any longer. Nor can we ask 
them to settle for an unacceptably low 
package of benefits simply because we 
in Congress were unable to reach timely 
agreement on a program which would 
more closely meet their needs. 

The plain fact is, Mr. President, that 
young veterans who have communicated 
with me from throughout my own State 
of Maryland are becoming increasingly 
angry and frustrated. They watch, with 
reactions ranging from cynicism to dis
gust, the manner in which the Congress 
has treated a program that is essential 
to their readjustment bacK into civilian 
life after serving our Nation in time of 
war. And they ask, how much longer will 
this game of parliamentary brinksman
ship be permitted to continue? It is a 
good question, Mr. President. I believe 
we have a moral obligation to answer it-
promptly and fairly. 

As my colleagues well know Senate pas
sage of our comprehensive bill in June 
was followed by a long and difficult ne
gotiating process in conference with the 
House of Representatives which con
sumed much of the summer. This did not 
come as a complete surprise, since the 
House had passed a considerably more 
modest bill 4 months earlier, and certain 
members of the House conferees were 
adamantly opposed to a key provision 
which the Senate strongly supported-a 
program of direct tuition grants to equal
ize the great variations in tuition costs 
at public institutions throughout the 
land. This is a program for which I have 
been personally fighting for more than 3 
years, and I remain convinced that it is 
an essential component of any system 
of educational benefits which purports 
to do justice to our most recent genera
tion of veterans. 

Nevertheless, the House conferees held 
firm in their opposition to a tuition grant 
program, and in the face of the coming 
of the fall academic semester, agreement 
was reached-in what I hoped was good 
faith-whereby other key provisions of 
the Senate-passed bill would be accepted 
and the monthly subsistence rates would 
be increased by 23 percent in order to 
compensate for the continually soaring 
cost of living and the elimination of the 
proposed tuition grant program. 

I firmly believe that the final confer
ence agreement rep res en ted a responsi
ble compromise, despite my strong re
gret that tuition was not ultimately in
cluded. For it did provide other much
needed improvements: a program of low
cost loans up to $1,000, the 23-percent in
crease in subsistence rates, an extension 
of the entitlement period from 36 to 45 
months, and many other important fea
tures. I was, therefore, heartened that 
the Senate, again unanimously, passed 
the conference report on August 21. 

The following day, August 22-on the 
very afternoon when I was at the White 
House to personally urge President Ford 
to sign the bill into law in spite of his 
misgivings as to its overall cost--the bill 
was blocked on the House floor by an un
expected point of order. As I understand 
it, objection was raised to the 23-percent 
increase in subsistence rates for disabled 
veterans under the vocational rehabilita
tion program, on the basis that it ex
ceeded the increases provided by both 
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the original House- and Senate-passed 
bills. 

In its place, the House then quickly 
approved, with little debate or delibera
tion, a substitute bill which severely cut 
back the benefits and improvements 
agreed to in the conference report. The 
loan program and the 9-month exten
sion of entitlement were both eliminated 
altogether; and the subsistence increase 
for disabled veterans was cut back from 
23 to 18 percent. This action came 
as a cruel blow to the Vietnam vet
eran struggling to stay in school at this 
time of accelerating educational and gen
eralliving costs, both because it guaran
teed a further delay in final enactment 
and because it removed crucial provi
sions on which many veterans had just
ly relied in making their fall academic 
plans. 

Mr. President, I believe that we would 
be critically shortsighted if we were to 
accept this revised bill from the House 
in its current form. I would be the first 
to agree that we must exercise budgetary 
restaint and eliminate low-priority Fed
eral expenditures as part of an overall 
program to halt the now-chronic nemesis 
of inflation-and as a member of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee, I am 
pleased that we are already well on our 
way toward trimming up to $10 billion 
from former President Nixon's original 
budget. 

But we cannot and must not make our 
Vietnam veterans sacrificial lambs. Their 
education and training must be among 
our highest priorities; furthermore, Fed
eral expenditures to provide decent edu
cational opportunity are clearly a sound 
investment which will more than repay 
itself by the increased productivity of 
the veterans who are able to take advan
tage of it. Most importantly, I believe we 
have a moral commitment which can
not be bargained away by routine politi
cal horsetrading, particularly at a time 
when the very integrity of governmental 
institutions is once again under an
guished and concerned scrutiny by the 
citizens of our land. 

For all these reasons, Mr. President, 
I believe it is essential that the Senate 
act quickly, decisively, and firmly to. 
speed toward enactment a program of 
educational benefits for our Vietnam vet
erans which is at the very least as gen
erous as the conference report we unani
mously approved on August 21, and to 
implement this program retroactively to 
the start of the current academic year. 
The Federal Treasury has already been 
saved literally hundreds of millions of 
dollars as a result of the delays which 
have already prevented those increases 
from being enacted sooner. 

To this end, I would propose that the 
Senate immediately repass the original 
Senate-passed b111, S. 2784, with one 
amendment: a change in the subsistence 
rate increase from 18 to 23 percent. Re
passage of our original bill in this form 
would allow our Senate conferees to re
turn to conference with the House and 
reach precisely the same agreement 
which was already approved in the last 
conference. This should be viewed as our 
minimum objective; if the House con
ferees were willing to hold to their ori
ginal agreement, a minimum of time
consuming renegotiaton would be nee-

essary, and the resulting bill would not 
be subject to a point of order of the 
House :floor. It should be understood, of 
course, that this course of action is de
signed to meet only the immediate cir
cumstances and would not in any sense 
inhibit any of us for continuing to press 
for restoration of the tuition policy at 
the earliest possible date. 

I am confident that if this course were 
followed, the full House would enthusi
astically support the conference report 
and that the President would sign it into 
law. If the House conferees declined to 
reach the same agreement, of course, 
thus making prompt enactment impos
sible, our Senate conferees should then 
press as firmly as possible for the entir~ 
range of Senate-passed provisions, in
cluding the much-needed tuition grant 
program. 

Mr. President, the Vietnam veterans 
here already been asked to wait too long. 
The time to act is now. 

THE REMARKABLE ACCOMPLISH
MENTS OF MARGARET THOMP
SON 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, there is 

a very special person living in Roches
ter, Minn. Her name is Margaret Thomp
son, and a recent article in the Mayo 
Clinic publication Mayovox about her 
prompts me to tell my colleagues some
thing about her. 

Margaret Thompson was appointed 
the first registrar of the Mayo Medical 

School in 1971. As you know, Mr. Presi
dent, this is undoubtedly one of the finest 
medical schools in the Nation, affiliated 
as it is with one of the finest health care 
facilities in the Nation-the Mayo Clinic. 
Ms. Thompson serves an important func
tion for the medical school, keeping its 
records, and she also coordinates the 
student affairs activities of the school. 

But Margaret Thompson's contribu
tion to the medical school and to the 
clinic extend far beyond her officially 
assigned duties. She is a member of the 
medical school's Ad Hoc Committee on 
Evaluation and Promotion, the EOC 
Committee, the Admissions Committee 
and the Public Affairs Committee. She 
has helped develop the school's policies 
on grading, and has made many more 
important contributions to the curricu
lum, administration, and activities of the 
institution. 

Margaret Thompson's remarkable ac
complishments extend beyond the walls 
of the Mayo facilities. She is an impor
tant, active, and dedicated member of 
the Rochester community. Her talents 
have been extended to the activities of 
the NAACP, the Rochester Foundation, 
and PORT. 

Margaret Thompson has also, Mr. 
President, been an active participant in 
politics and the governmental process. 
She has made a significant contribution 
to the State of Minnesota through her 
service on the Governor's Fair Campaign 
Practices Committee and the Governor's 
Commission on the Status of Women. 

She has long been a faithful and hard
working member of the Minnesota DFL 
and the National Democratic Party. Her 
career in politics probably began when 
she worked long and hard on Senator 

HUMPHREY's first Senate campaign in 
1948. Since that time, she has held many 
positions in the Minnesota DFL, in the 
National Democratic Party, and in local 
political activities. 

I am proud to count Margaret Thomp
son among my supporters. Her efforts on 
my behalf throughout the years are ap
preciated more than I can ever ade
quately express. Any of the many office
holders who have had the benefit and the 
honor of .her support and her hard work 
will tell you how very much Margaret 
Thompson can mean to the success of a 
campaign. 

Above all else, Mr. President, I am 
proud to call Margaret Thompson my 
friend. For she is a person with a rare 
gift. Over and over again people have 
returned from the Mayo Clinic-after 
having been there as a patien~ or with 
a friend or relative who was a patient
to tell me of Margaret Thompson and 
her rare gift. She has the ability to make 
a stranger feel at home, to make some
one who is lonely feel they have a 
friend, and to make a person passing 
through a time of trouble feel that some
one cares. Her compassion, her under
standing, her friendliness toward those 
who have come to Mayo are remembered 
by many who will always be grateful to 
Margaret Thompson. 

On behalf of all those, including my
self, who have benefited from the efforts 
of this wonderful human being, I wish 
to extend my thanks to Margaret 
Thompson. 

So that my colleagues may learn more 
about Margaret Thompson and her work, 
and particularly her thoughts on the 
status of women in our society, I ask 
unanimous consent that the article from 
Mayovox be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MARGARET THOMPSON 

An articulate activist, Margaret Thompson 
has written speeches for Hubert Humphrey 
and helped procure vegetable gardens for 
medical students. It's all in a day's work. 

Appointed Mayo Medical School's first 
registrar in 1971, she is responsible for its 
recordlteeping system, and student affairs 
which is defined by "what the students and 
administration want it to be." She was a 
member of the medical school's ad hoc com
mittee on evaluation and promotion and 
helped develop policies on grading. Mrs. 
Thompson is a member of the EOC Commit
tee, the Medical School Admissions Commit
tee, and the Public Affairs Committee which 
she serves as assistant secretary. 

Thompson's career at Mayo began 30 years 
ago. Divorced, with two children to support, 
"the Clinic gave me a chance," she says. "I 
needed a job badly. I was willing to work 
very hard and I could type," she recalls. She 
started in Registration, making note of 
patients' arrival and directing them to their 
doctors. 

Three years later, with the help of Eleanor 
Clappier, she sought and won a position in 
the Section of Publications where she edited 
the Clinic Bulletin, was assistant managing 
editor of the Mayo Clinic Proceedings . and 
later executive assistant of her section. 

In 1948, when the Minnesota DFL party 
"went on the march to elect Hubert Hum
phrey to the Senate for the first time," she 
made a life-long commitment to politics. "I 
started working because so few people were 
willing to say they were DFL'ers then," she 
laughs. "I believe strongly in the political 
process. Everything that has happened lately 
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CURRENT U.S. POPULATION strengthens my belief in citizens' participa
tion." 

Her political commitment has led her on 
the campaign trall many times. As a mem
ber of Sen. Humphrey's entourage the last 
week of his 1968 campaign for the presidency, 
she witnessed his defeat. "I cried along with 
everyone ·else. Typically, Humphrey came 
along and saw me crying and said, 'I know 
just how you feel.' He was comforting people 
who were mourning his defeat!" 

By any measure, Margaret Thompson is an 
outstanding DFL'er and Minnesotan. She has 
served on numerous DFL committees includ
ing the Democratic National Committee as 
special assistant to the vice chairman, on the 
governor's Fair Campaign Practices Commit
tee and the governor's Commission on the 
Status of Women. 

Locally, Mrs. Thompson is an active mem
ber of the NAACP, the Rochester Foundation, 
and PORT. 

She counts among her friends Geri Jo
seph, contributing editor of the Minneapolis 
Tribune and former vice chairman of United 
Democrats for Humphrey, and former Am
bassador Eugenie Anderson, the DFL's first 
chairwoman. Knowing and working with 
both women has made a significant impact 
on her. 

Has her sex been a liability in politics or 
at the Clinic? "Not at all. Women have never 
had to fight to be in the DFL. There's always 
been more equivalency in politics in Min
nesota than in many other states," she has 
observed. "At the Clinic, I've been treated 
very fairly." 

Referring to the early years of her career 
she says, "My sights weren't raised any higher 
in those days than anyone else's. But all of 
a sudden a breakthrough occurred nation
·wide. When I first read the Feminine Mys
tique (a book which ignited women's con
cern about their roles), I thought to myself 
I could have written that book if I had had 
the talent. 

"Women don't think every day that society 
has been hard on them. But recently, women 
have begun to share their sense of hurt and 
isolation more bravely than before and even 
expressed it to men. Even the most aware 
and active women needed the new literature 
and the (women's liberation) movement to 
raise their expectations," Mrs. Thompson 
believes. 

"The fear of being over-assertive keeps 
women from being assertive. An assertive 
woman shows, and that's the risk you have 
to take," she says. "I really worry about the 
woman at the Clinic whose good work is un
observed, a woman whose ideas are being 
used by a boss who never identifies her 
potential, or a woman who is doing such a 
great job her chief won't let her go." 

How does that woman uncover her po
tential? "Society has come to the point where 
I'd probably go knock on a door. Talk to 
my supervisor and find out if there's any
thing more challenging for me to do in my 
section. And I'd take some ideas with me. 
If I got shut off there, I wouldn't hesitate 
to go to Personnel and say I think I have 
these talents and I know I have these in
terests. How can they be used? 

"Much has happened to allow women to 
do this without getting or feeling put down," 
Thompson says. "You do find people who 
will lend a helping hand and who have all 
the right sensitivities. And you'll find others 
who would like to confirm their suspicion 
that no, women can't hold administrative 
jobs. But most people can be persuaded. 

"Women have to work more effectively 
than men because they have more to prove 
in a man's world," she believes. "Men feel 
inadequate too, but they have more experi
ence at hiding it." 

REHABILITATION ACT AMEND
MENTS OF 1974 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I was 
pleased to cosponsor the Rehabilitation 
Act Amendments of 1974, and I com
mend my colleagues in the Senate for 
their favorable action on this legisla
tion. 

President Nixon's veto of the Rehabili
tation Act of 1973, which I also cospon
sored, was regrettable; more disconcert
ing was the inability of Congress to over
ride the veto. I sincerely hope that it will 
not be necessary to put Congress to the 
test this year, and that President Ford 
will sign this important piece of legisla
tion. 
• The Rehabilitation Act Amendments 
of 1974 should be a source of pride to 
Congress. The crucial programs assisted 
by this legislation provide funds for re
search, diagnosis, tr.aining, employment, 
and other services for handicapped in
dividuals. Special emphasis is given to 
compliance with the Architectural Bar
riers Act of 1968 to eliminate the archi
tectural and transportation barriers 
which confront handicapped persons. 
Further, it is the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973 (Public Law 93-112) which re
quires employers under Federal contract 
to take affirmative action in hiring hand
icapped individuals, and prohibits dis
crimination against these individuals in 
any program assisted by Federal funds. 

In short, the Rehabilitation Act of 
1974, which extends these valuable pro
grams, should be viewed as an invest
ment which will result, and has resulted, · 
in economic gain for the Federal Gov
ernment and for the Nation. But even 
more important, through rehabilitation 
programs, handicapped individuals have 
received, and continue to receive, the 
necessary training to enable them to 
compete in the private enterprise sys
tem-to hold the jobs they would other
wise be denied. 

However, this should not be construed 
as an indication that we have done all 
there is to do. I was particularly gratified 
that the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 man
dated a study of sheltered workshops for 
handicapped individuals, and I will be 
interested in the findings and recom
mendations set forth in the study. 

In this regard, there has been some 
question about whether some of the Na
tion's sheltered workshop are in compli
ance with the standards promulgated by 
the Occupational Safety and Health Ad
ministration-OSHA. There is also some 
question regarding OSHA's efforts to en
force these standards with respect to 
sheltered workshops. I should point out 
that OSHA regulations do apply to shel
tered workshops as well as to all other 
businesses covered under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, and these regulations 
should be enforced. Further, we should 
not exempt the States from acting to 
insure compliance with safety and health 
regulations. The quality of environment 
is of concern to all Americans, including 
handicapped individuals. 

I would hope that the passage of the 
Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1974 
will be another step in the process of 
insuring that all handicapped Americans 
receive the assistance they require to lead 
productive and fulfilling lives. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
would like to report that, according to 
current U.S. Census Bureau approxima
tions, the total population of the United 
States as of September 1, while we were 
in recess, was 212,576,810. In spite of 
widely publicized reductions in our fer
tility levels, this represents an increase of 
1,432,272 since September 1 of last year. 
It also represents an increase of 120,618 
since August 1 of this year, that is, in 
just the last month. 

Over the year, therefore, we have 
added enough additional people to fill 
two cities the size of Washington, D.C. 
And in just 1 short month, we have 
added more than the equivalent of 
Savannah, Ga. 

UTILITY CONSUMERS SIMONIZED 
Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I was 

greatly disappointed by the remarks of 
Treasury Secretary Simon during the re
cess in regard to what actions he feels 
the administration will take to relieve the 
current economic hardships encountered 
by electric utilities. The August 27 edi
tion of the Washington Star-News re
ported that Mr. Simon believes inade
quate military profits are at the root of 
the problem and that the administration 
may, therefore, press State regulatory 
commissions to move faster in raising 
utility rates. He also said that the in
vestment tax credit, which subsidizes the 
purchase of plants and equipment, should 
be raised for utilities from 4 to 7 per
cent, the same rate allowed for nonregu
lated industries under the present law. 

A repetition of this argument can be 
expected at the meeting scheduled for 
today, September 11, at the Federal Pow
er Commission, where Secretary Simon 
and other administration officials are· 
scheduled to talk to State utility com
missioners. 

The electric utility industry's own 1973 
statistics-as reported to the FPC whose 
Chairman furnished them to my Sub
committee on Budgeting, Management, 
and Expenditures--show that last year 
about one-fourth of the major electric 
utilities did not pay a dime in Federal 
income taxes. Instead, they accumulated 
tax credits which they are not using. The 
electric utilities' utilization rate of in
vestment tax credits generated has stead
ily decreased, from 91.7 percent in 1971 
to 39.6 percent in 1973. Meanwhile, the 
value of unused investment tax credits 
increased by 523 percent, from $32,076,-
000 in 1971 to $167,822,000 in 1973. 

Federal income taxes paid by electric 
utilities have decreased from almost 15 
percent of revenue in the mid-1950's to 
but 2.6 percent last year. Nevertheless 
their profits averaged 15 percent of reve
nue. A number of electric utilities which 
netted 20 percent or more paid no Fed
eral income taxes. 

If tax advantages were the route to 
reliable electric service we would have it 
now. So that Members may know the 
Federal income tax payments and net 
profits of electric utilities and gas pipe
line companies in their States, I ask 
unanimous consent to print in the REc
ORD the table provided to me by Chair-
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man Nassikas of the FPC, along with 
his cover letter. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CHAIRMAN NASSIKAS' RESPONSE TO SENATOR 

METCALF REGARDING OPERATING REVENUES, 
FEDERAL INCOME TAXES, AND NET INCOME OF 
ELECTRIC UTILITY AND NATURAL GAS PIPE
LINE COMPANIES 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., June 12, 1974. 

Hon. LEE METCALF, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

f>EAR SENATOR METCALF: This is in further 
response to your letter of May 9, 1974, re
questing data relating to operating revenues, 
Federal income tax charges. and net income 
of Class A electric utilities and gas pipelines 
from 1973 annual reports. 

As discussed in our letter of May 15, 1974, 
enclosed are tabulations for all Classes A and 
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B interstate natural gas pipeline companies 
and privately owned electric utilities showing 
total utility operating revenues, Federal in
come taxes charged and net income before 
and after extraordinary items. The Fe,deral 
income taxes charged and net income before 
and after extraordinary items are also shown 
as a percent of total utility operating rev
enues for each company and national aver .. 
ages for the interstate natural gas companies 
anl for the privately owned electric ut111ties 
reare included in the tabulations. 

Following is a brief description of the con
and for the privately owned electric ut111ties 
are included in the tabulations. 

1. TOTAL UTILITY OPERATING REVENUES 
Revenues received from all ut111ty opera

tions such as gas, electric, steam and bus 
operations, including revenues from utility 
plant leased to others. 

2. FEDERAL INCOME TAXES 
Account 409.1.-Federalincome taxes (both 

positive and negative) included in this Ac
count relate to all ut111ty operating income. 

Federal 
income 
taxes, 

account 
409.1, 

Federal income taxes 
percent 
of total 

Account 409.1.-Federal income taxes 
{both positive and negative) in t his account 
relate to Other Income and Deductions. 

Accou t 409.1.-Federal income taxes 
(both positive and negative) in this account 
relate to extraordinary items. 

All Federal income taxes on income 
properly accruable during the period covered 
by the income statement to meet the actual 
liability for such taxes. 

3. EXTRAORDINARY ITEMS 
Includes income and deductions that are 

nontypical, noncustomary and infrequently 
recurring which would significantly distort 
the current year's income computed before 
extraordinary items, if reported other than 
extraordinary items. 

Please let us know if we can be of further 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN N. NASSIKAS, Chairman. 

Enclosure No. 084617. (Data from 1973 an
nual reports.) 

Total 
Federal 
income Net income Net income 

taxes ---------
percent Percent Percent 
of total of total of total 

Total utility ------------------- utility utility Before utility After utility 
operating extraordinary operating extraordinary operating 

Name of company 
operating Account Account Account operating 
revenues 409.1 409.2 409.3 Total revenues revenues 1 items revenues items revenues 

CLASSES A AND B PRIVATELY OWNED 
ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

$397, 531 , 876 $23, 318, 484 ($6, 321 , 033) ____________ $16, 997, 451 5. 9 4. 3 $74, 885, 117 1~. 8 $74, 855, 117 18.8 
3, 038, 708 176, 000 --------·--------------- 176, 000 5. 8 5. 8 315,320 10. 4 315, 320 10. 4 

23, 173, 133 554, 762 --------- --- ------------ 554, 762 2. 4 2. 4 675, 684 2. 9 675, 684 2. 9 
5, 145, 547 352, 864 6, 078 ------------ 358, 942 6. 9 7. 0 472, 549 9. 2 472, 549 9. 2 

291 , 525, 663 (1 , 685, 513) 574, 537 ------------ (1 , 110, 976) ____________________ 64, 502, 606 22. 1 64, 502, 606 22.1 
224, 965, 643 4, 262, 558 (1, 948, 659) ----- ------- 2, 313, 899 1. 9 1. 0 31 , 267, 204 13.9 31 , 267, 204 13. 9 

28, 707, 817 202, 132 11,009 -- --- ------- 213, 141 . 7 . 7 1, 633, 213 5. 7 1, 633, 213 5. 7 
209, 327, 158 7, 113, 959 477, 850 ------------ 7, 591 , 809 3. 4 3. 6 41 , 946, 328 20. 0 41, 946, 328 20.0 

163,911 4, 790 ----- ------ ------------- 4, 790 3. 0 3. 0 25, 518 15.6 25, 518 15.6 
132, 894, 051 1, 238 335, 500 ------------ 336, 738 ---------- . 3 22,916, 869 17.2 22,916,869 17.2 
473, 621, 994 20, 806, 133 546, 471 ------------ 21 , 352, 604 4. 4 4. 5 85, 204, 929 18. 0 85, 204, 929 18.0 

21 , 162, 802 173, 119 11, 000 ----·------- 184, 119 .8 . 9 1, 253, 918 5. 9 1, 253, 918 5. 9 
14, 969, 356 1, 229, 150 (7, 410) ____________ 1, 221, 740 8. 2 8. 2 2, 145, 222 14. 3 2, 145, 222 14.3 
28, 467, 152 (628, 171) (10, 335) _ ----------- (638, 506)_---------- --------- 1, 193, 401 4. 2 1, 193, 401 4. 2 

318, 666, 800 3, 349, 358 (2, 813, 659) ____________ 535, 699 1. 1 . 2 30, 539, 303 9. 6 30, 539, 303 9. 6 
32, 981, 677 (778, 439) 34,008 ------------ (744, 431) ______________ ______ 1, 506, 944 4. 6 1, 506, 944 4.6 
35, 029, 229 1, 291 , 877 27,608 ---- - ------- 1, 319, 485 3. 7 3. 8 3, 599, 058 10.3 3, 599, 058 10. 3 
24, 576, 376 ~425, 264) (124, 457) ____________ (549, 721) _ ----- - -- - ------- - -- 385, 875 1.6 385, 875 1.6 
40, 095, 010 206, 085) (10, 459) ___________ _ ~216, 544~ --- - --- - -- - -- - ---- - - 2, 338, 878 5. 8 2, 338, 878 5.8 

341 , 206, 167 8, 951 , 766 (9, 247, 207) _____ ______ _ 295, 441 2. 6 - - ---- - - -~ 65, 998, 934 19. 3 65,998,984 19.3 
91 , 363, 257 2, 716,000 ~4, 000) ____ __ _____ _ 2, 712, 000 3. 0 3. 0 13, 219, 799 14. 5 13, 219, 799 14.5 

124, 162, 7 49 4, 105, 400 1 1, 300 ----- -- --- - - 4, 246, 700 3. 3 3. 4 14, 614,350 11.8 14,614, 350 11. 8 
169, 477, 934 3, 783,500 (287, 8CO) ____________ 3, 495, 700 2. 2 2. 1 18, 933, 073 11.2 18,933, 073 11.2 
10, 054, 465 536, 128 4,108 - ---- - ------ 540, 146 5. 3 5. 4 857, 054 8. 5 857, 054 8.5 
66, 437, 362 5, 109, 666 141,857 ------- - ---- 5, 251 , 523 7. 7 7. 9 12,322, 862 18. 5 12, 322, 862 18.5 

107, 413, 947 5, 880, 969 14, 183 ------- - -- -- 5, 895, 152 5. 5 5. 5 13, 269, 361 12.4 13, 269, 361 12.4 
161, 300, 738 15,306, 000 222,000 - ----- -- -- -- 15, 528, 000 9. 5 9.6 27, 509, 574 17. 1 27, 509, 574 17.1 
84, 820,289 7, 044,200 (1 , 910, 000) ____________ 5, 134, 200 8. 3 6. 1 36, 313, 437 42.8 36,313, 487 42. 8 
39, 254, 215 (221, 700) (52, 000) _______ __ ___ (273, 700) __ _______ __ __ __ _____ 431, 931 1.1 431 , 931 1.1 

1, 642,806 37, 000 ----- - --------- - - - ---- -- 37. 000 2. 3 2. 3 73,604 4. 5 73, 604 4. 5 
11, 209, 488 133, 720 35, 280 ----- - - - ---- 169, 000 I. 2 1. 5 481, 158 4.3 481 , 158 4.3 

321, 892, 989 19, 603,662 313, 777 _____ ____ · __ _ 19,917, 439 6.1 6. 2 50, 168, 658 15.6 50, 168, 658 15.6 
1, 627, 360 107,854 - - --- -- ---- - - - -- -- ----- - 107, 854 6. 6 6. 6 144,701 8. 9 144, 7C4 8. 9 

26, 006, 608 2, 120, 025 281 , 256 ------------ 2, 401 , 281 8: 2 9. 2 12,403, 590 47.7 12, 403,590 17.7 
328, 767. 655 10,292,327 989, 912 ------------ 11, 282, 239 3. 1 3. 4 49,414, 272 15.0 49, 414,272 15.0 

13, 963, 067 ------ ------- ------------------ - ---------------- - ------------ - -- - ----- 668, 398 4. 8 668,398 4. 8 
158,448,731 1, 572, 078 379,000 ------------ 1, 951,078 1. 0 1. 2 25, 860, 075 16.3 25, 860, 075 16.3 

1, 257, 843, 202 34, 928, 000 (8, 907, 000) ________ ____ 26,021 , 000 2. 8 2. 1 184, 436, 659 14.7 184, 436, 659 14.7 
55, 512,850 4, 179, 264 88,300 -- ---------- 4, 267, 564 7. 5 7. 7 6, 122,358 11.0 6, 122, 358 11.0 
47, 790, 928 2, 043,806 44,317 - ----------- 2, 088, 123 4. 3 4. 4 4, 869,258 10.2 4, 869,258 10.2 
5, 982, 002 7, 081 31,987 -- ------ -- -- 39, 068 . 1 . 7 315, 980 5. 3 315, 980 5. 3 

286, 853, 082 (1, 960, 275) 228, 163 --- - - - -- - ---
(1, 732, 112) _______ ___ ___ __ _____ 46, 700, 208 16.3 46, 700, 208 16.3 

3, 048, 732 42, 700 (3, 800) ____ _.. _____ __ 38, 900 1. 4 1. 3 llO, 999 3. 6 110, 999 3. 6 
22, 150, 370 (28, 245) 272, 940 ------------ 244,695 -- - --- - --- 1.1 4, 129, 895 18.6 4, 129, 895 18.6 
8, 629, 370 136, 844 (16, 472) _______ _____ 120, 370 1. 6 1.4 702, 974 8. 1 702, 974 8. 1 

1, 744, 214, 839 (744, 000) __ -- ------- - ----- - ------ (744, 000) __ ________ -- -- - ----- 181, 563, 008 10.4 207, 706, 754 11.9 
3, 098, 712 286, 000 2, 063 - --- -- ------ 288, 063 9. 2 9. 3 278, 714 9. 0 278, 714 9. 0 

834, 953, 686 2, 717, 766 916,896 ----- - ------ 3, 634, 662 . 3 4. 4 80,892, 987 9. 7 80,892,987 9. 7 
157, 196, 468 9, 308, 000 -------------- - - ~ - ---- - - 9, 308, 000 5. 9 5. 9 25, 172,282 16.0 28,913,232 18. 4 
229, 380, 160 896,700 (320, 100) _____ _____ __ 576, 600 . 4 . 3 27,014,823 11. 8 27, 014, 823 ll. 8 
147, 755, 028 60, 167 12,078 - ---- -- ----- 72,245 -- - -- ----- - ---- ----- 30, 662,267 20.8 30,662,267 20. 8 
34, 906,696 935, 956 (19, 614) _____ ______ _ 916, 342 2. 7 2. 6 5, 025,972 14.4 5, 025, 972 14.4 

5, 869,809 362, 168 4, 762 - - -- - ------- 366, 930 6. 2 6. 3 927, 532 15.8 927, 532 15. 8 
753, 135, 037 5, 113, 500 1, 016, 000 $658, 000 6,787,500 .7 ,9 94, 547, 162 12.6 100, 132, 162 13.3 
603, 116, 110 13, 102, 178 (12, 623, 752) ______ ______ 478, 426 2. 2 . I 99, 561, 693 16. 5 99, 561,693 16.5 
241 , 841 , 706 12, 592, 895 (3, 510, 000) __ _______ ___ 9, 082, 895 5. 2 3. 8 51, 844, 988 21.4 51, 844, 988 21.4 

6, 564, 797 368, 876 (4, 900) (99, 600) ~~~6 ~6 ~0 555, 502 8. 5 463, 753 7.1 
49, 482, 958 4, 188, 293 -- --- - - - -------- -- ------ 4, 188, 293 8. 5 8. 5 8, 003,794 16. 2 8, 003,794 16.2 
53, 555, 970 598, 785 - - --- - - - ---- -- - - - - - -- --- 498, 785 1. 1 1. 1 576,523 1.1 576, 523 1.1 
32, 684, 446 1, 525, 000 ------------- - ---- - - - --- 1, 525, 000 4. 7 4. 7 3, 651, 740 ll. 2 3, 651 , 740 11.2 
6, 625, 642 139, 028 (2, 437) ___________ _ 136, 591 2. 1 2. 1 381,359 5. 8 381,359 5. 8 

18, 698, 077 (295, 551) (4, 124) __ ___ ___ ____ (299, 675) ________ _______ __ ___ 807, 106 4. 3 807, 106 4. 3 
14, 544, 678 75, 166 17,949 ----------- - 93, 115 • 5 . 6 927, 063 6.4 927,063 6. 4 

255, 044, 568 800, 000 (110, 000) __________ __ 690, 000 . 3 . 3 44, 133, 381 17. 3 44, 133, 381 17.3 
714, 012, 430 28, 712, 737 (6, 109, 419) __ __ ________ 22, 603, 318 4. 0 3. 2 108, 558, 472 15.2 108, 558, 472 15.2 

12, 037, 969 560,554 19,638 ---- - - -- ---- 580, 192 4. 7 4. 8 1, 035, 668 8. 6 1, 035,668 8. 6 
604, 815, 166 (2, 884, 132) 214, 185 --- -- - - -- - -- (2, 669, 947) __ __ __ - --------- --- - 88,061,254 14.6 88, 061 , 254 14. 6 

8, 442,316 (39(~~~~:: : ::: :: : ::::: ::::::::: ~ (39, 657~- --------------- --- - 364,529 4. 3 364,529 4. 3 
24, 934, 399. (220 ------- - -------- - --- 810, 148 3.2 810,148 3.2 

Alabama Power Co ______________________ _ 
Alaska Electric Light & Power Co __ _____ ___ _ 
Alcoa Generating Corp ___________________ _ 
Alpena Power Co ______________________ __ _ 
Appalachian Power Co ___________________ _ 
Arizona Public Service Co ________________ _ 
Arkansas-Missouri Power Co _________ ___ __ _ 
Arkansas Power & Light Co _______________ _ 
Arklahoma Corp., The __ __________________ _ 
Atlantic City Electric Co ___ __ _____________ _ 
Baltimore Gas & Electric Co __ ____________ _ _ 
Bangor Hydro-Electric Co __________ _____ __ _ 
Black Hills Power & Light Co ___ ______ ____ _ 
Blackstone Valley Electric Co _________ ____ _ 
Boston Edison Co __ ______________________ _ 
Brockton Edison Co _______ _______________ _ 
California-Pacific Utilities Co ______________ _ 
Cambridge Electric Light Co ___ _______ _____ _ 
Canal Electric Co __________ ___ ____ __ _____ _ 
Carolina Power & Light Co ________ ________ _ 
Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp __ ____ __ _ 
Central Illinois Light Co __________________ _ 
Central Illinois Public Service Co ____ ______ _ 
Central Kansas Power Co., Inc _____ _______ _ 
Central Louisiana Electric Co., Inc _________ _ 
Central Maine Power Co ______ ___________ _ _ 
Central Power & Light Co ____________ _____ _ 
Central Telephone & Utilities Corp _________ _ 
Central Vermont Public Services Corp ______ _ 
Chestertown Electric Light & Power Co _____ _ 
Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Co _________ _ 
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Co., the __________ _ 
Citizens' Electric Co. of Lewisburg, Pa ____ _ _ 
Citizens Utilities Co _____ _______ _________ _ 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Co., the ____ _ 
Cliffs Electric Service Co __ _____ __________ _ 
Columbus & Southern Ohio Electric Co _____ _ 
Commonwealth Edison Co _____ ____ _______ _ 
Commonwealth Edison Co. of Indiana, Inc __ _ 
Community Public Service Co _____________ _ 
Concord Electric Co _____________________ _ 
Connecticut Light & Power Co., the ________ _ 
Connecticut Valley Electric Co., Inc ________ _ 
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Co ______ _ 
Conowingo Power Co ___ _________________ _ 
Consolidated Edison Co. of New York, Inc. __ 
Consolidated Water Power Co ____ _________ _ 
Consumers Power Co __ _____ _____________ _ 
Dallas Power & Light Co ________________ _ _ 
Dayton Power & Light Co., the ____________ _ 
Delmarva Power & Light Co __ ____ ________ _ 
Delmarva Power & Light Co. of Maryland ___ _ 
Delmarva Power & Light Co. of Virginia ____ _ 
Detroit Edison Co., the _____ ______________ _ 
Duke Power Co ___ ___ ____ _______________ _ 
Duquesne Light Co ___________________ ___ _ 
Edison Sault Electric Co __________ ________ _ 
El Paso Electric Co ___ __ _________________ _ 
Electric Energy, Inc ____ ____ _____________ _ _ 
Empire District Electric Co., the ___________ _ 
Exeter & Hampton Electric Co ___________ __ _ 
Fall River Electric Light Co ____________ ___ _ 
Fitchburg Gas & Electric Light Co __ ________ _ 
Florida Power Corp ____________ ___ _____ __ _ 
Florida Power & Light Co _________________ _ 
Florida Public Utilities Co ________________ _ 
Georgia Power Co. ___ ---- - ---------------
Granite State Electric Co ___ __ ________ • __ __ _ 
Green Mountain Power Co _____ ______ ___ __ _ 
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Federal 
income Total 
taxes, Federal 

account income Net income Net income 
409.1 , taxes -------- --------

percent percent Percent Percent 
Federal income taxes ot total of total ot total of total 

Name ot company 

Total utility utility utility Before utility After utility 
operating Account Account Account operating operating extraord inary operating extraordinary operating 
revenues 409.1 409.2 409.3 Total revenues revenues 1 items revenues items revenues 

CLASSES A AND 8 PRIVATELY OWNED 
ELECTRIC UTILITIES-Continued 

Gulf Power Co __ ___ __ ____ ___________ ____ _ 
Gulf States Utilities Co ___________________ _ 
Hartford Electric Light Co., the ____________ _ 
Hawaiian Electric Co., Inc __________ ______ _ 
Hershey Electric Co ________________ ______ _ 
Hila Electric Light Co., Ltd ___________ _____ _ 
Holyoke Power & Electric Co _______ ______ _ _ 
Holyoke Water Power Co __ _______________ _ 
Home Light & Power Co _______________ ___ _ 
Houston Lighting & Power Co _____________ _ 
Idaho Power Co ___ ______________________ _ 
Illinois Power Co ___________ _____________ _ 
Indiana-Kentucky Electric Corp ____ _______ _ 
Indiana & Michigan Electric Co __ _________ _ 
Indianapolis Power & Light Co ____ __ ______ _ 
Interstate Power Co _______ ______________ _ 
Iowa Electric Light & Power Co ___ _______ _ _ 
Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Co __________ __ _ 
Iowa Power & Li~ht Co __ ___ _______ ______ _ _ 
Iowa Public Serv1ces Co __ __ ______ ___ ____ _ _ 
Iowa Southern Utilities Co _____________ ___ _ 
Jersey Central Power & Light Co _________ _ _ 
Kansas City Power & Light Co ____________ _ 
Kansas Gas & Electric Co ___________ ______ _ 
Kansas Power & Light Co., the __ __ _______ _ _ 
Kentucky Power Co __ __ _____ ______ ___ __ __ _ 
Kentucky Utilities Co ________ _____ __ _____ _ 
Kingsport Power Co ____ ___ ______ ______ ___ _ 
Lake Superior District Power Co _-- - --- - -- -Lincoln Service Corp ___ __________ ______ __ _ 
Lockhart Power Co _---- - ---- - --- -- ---- ---Long Island Lighting Co ____ ____ ____ _____ _ _ 
Long Sault, Inc _------------ - ------- - - -- -Louisiana Power & Light Co ____ ___ __ ____ _ _ 
Louisville Gas & Electric Co ______ ______ __ _ _ 
Madison Gas & Electric Co _____ ___ ___ ___ __ _ 
Maine Electric Power Co., Inc _____ ___ __ ___ _ 
Maine Public Service Co ______ _________ ___ _ 
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Co _____ ___ ___ _ 
Massachusetts Electric Co _______ __ - - -- ---- -
Maui Electric Co., Ltd ________ _____ ___ ____ _ 
Metropolitan Edison Co ____________ ____ ___ _ 
Michigan Power Co ____ ____ _______ __ ____ _ _ 
Millstone Point Co., the ______ ___ _______ __ _ 
Minnesota Power & Light Co _____ _______ __ _ 
Mississippi Power Co_._------ - ------ -- - --
Mississippi Power & Light Co _____ - -- --- -- -· 
Missouri Edison Co ___________________ ___ _ 
Missouri Power & Light Co ____ __ ____ _____ _ 
Missouri Public Service Co _________ __ ____ _ _ 
Missouri Utilities Co ___ __ ________ __ _____ _ _ 
Monongahela Power Co._.----- --- -- -- -- __ 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co __ ___________ _ _ 
Montana Power Co., the __ • ___ _ • ____ ._-_. __ 
Montaup Electric Co __ -- - ----- -- -------- - -
Mt. Carmel Public Utility Co ____ __ ________ _ 
Nantahala Power & Light Co _______ __ _____ _ 
Nantucket Gas & Electric Co ______________ _ 
Narragansett Electric Co., the ___ ___ _______ _ 
Nevada Power Co. __ ~ __ __ _______ ___ _____ _ 
New Bedford Gas & Edison Light Co _______ _ 
New England Power Co ___ ___ __ __________ _ 
New Mexico Electric Service Co ___ ________ _ 
New Orleans Public Service Inc ___________ _ 
New York State Electric & Gas Corp ___ - -- __ 
Newport Electric Corp ____________________ _ 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp __ _ ---- - --- - - -
Northern Indiana Public Service Co _____ ___ _ 
Northern States Power Co. (Minnesota) ___ _ _ 
Northern States Power Co. (Wisconsin) ____ _ _ 
Northwestern Public Service Co ____ _______ _ 
Northwestern Wisconsin Electric Co ________ _ 
Qhio Edison Co _________________________ _ _ 
Qhio Power Co _____________ _______ ______ _ 
Ohio Valley Electric Corp ________________ _ _ 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co ____________ __ _ 
Old Dominion Power Co __________________ _ 
Qrange & Rockland Utilities, Inc __ _________ _ 
Otter Tail Power Co _____ _______________ __ _ 
'Pacific Gas & Electric Co _______________ __ _ 
Pacific Power & Light Co ________ ___ ____ __ _ 
Pennsylvania Electric Co __ __________ _____ _ 
Pennsylvania Power Co ____________ _____ _ _ 
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co •• •• •• •••• •• 
Philadelphia Electric Co __________________ _ 
Philadelphia Electric Power Co __________ __ _ 
Portland Ge.neral Electric Co ______________ _ 
f>otomac Edison Co., The __________ ______ _ _ 
Potomac Edison Co. of Pennsylvania, the ___ _ 
Potomac Edison Co. of Virginia, the ________ _ 
Potomac Edison Co. of West Vi rgin ia, the ___ _ 
Potomac Electric Power Co ____________ ___ _ 
·Public Service Co. of Colorado ____________ _ 
Public Service Co. of Indiana, Inc ________ _ _ 
'Public Service Co. of New Hampshire ______ _ 
Public Service Co. of New Mexico _________ _ 
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma ___ ------- - -
Public Service Electric & Gas Co ___________ _ 
Puget Sound Power & Lght Co ____________ _ 
Rochester Gas & Electric Corp ___ _________ _ _ 
Rockland Electric Co _____________________ _ 
'Rumford Falls Power Co __________________ _ 

$82, 536, 978 $75,974 $74, 468 -- - - -------- $150, 441! . 1 . 2 $12, 649, 457 15. 3 $12,649, 457 15. 3 
296,323, 348 21 , 477, 821 502, 045 - - ----- - ---- 21,979,886 7.2 7. 4 50,177, 196 16. 9 50,177, 196 16. 9 
150, 991, 808 (1, 514, 587) (249, 897) _______ __ ___ (1 , 764,466 ------------------ - - 27,085, 049 17. 9 27,085,049 17. 9 
97, 230,367 2, 856, 727 --------- -- ----------- -- 2, 856, 727 2. 9 2. 9 14, 569, 450 15. 0 14, 549, 450 15.0 

5, 161, 971 125,770 ---------- - ---- - ------ - - 125,770 2. 4 2. 4 170,924 3. 3 170, 924 3. 3 
12, 510, 395 125, 756 ---- - ----------- - - - ----- 125, 756 1. 0 1. 0 1, 176, 828 9. 4 1, 176, 388 9. 4 
11,932,641 (3, 800) ____ __ ________________ __ (3, 800) __ ___ _______________ 33,031 . 3 33,031 . 3 
19,040, 333 203,839 9, 245 ------------ 213, 084 .11 1.1 192, 993 1. 0 192,993 1. 0 
7,169,129 347,064 ------------ -- ------- - -- 347, 064 4. 8 4. 8 669,519 9. 3 969, 519 9. 3 

409,059, 807 36,444, 174 - ----- - --- - ------------- 36,444, 174 8. 9 8. 9 71,865,800 17.6 71 , 865, 800 17.6 
90,709, 675 5, 507, 500 146,030 ------------ 5, 653, 800 6. 1 6. 2 23, 498,513 25. g 23, 498, 513 25.9 

294,442, 305 14, 099,000 (1, 009, 000) ____________ 13, 000, 000 4. 8 4. 4 47, 200,988 16.0 47, 200, 898 16. 0 
48, 846, 807 - -- - -- ---------------------------- -- - ·--- --------------- - ---- - -------- - -·- - - - -- ------------ - --- -- -- --------- -----------

237, 692, 719 (2,277,631) 914,462- ------- - - -- (1,363,169 - --------- --- ------· 56,465,804 23. 8 56, 465,804 23.8 
136,265, 510 8,170,000 170,000 ----- - ---- ·- 8, 340,000 6.0 6. 1 22,846, 269 16.8 22, 846,269 16. 8 
76, 803, 193 4, 989, 190 12, 000 - --- - -----·- 5, 001, 190 6. 5 6. 5 7, 613, 739 9. 9 7, 613, 739 9. 9 

105, 438, 483 (704, 800) (277, 000) ___ __ _______ (981 , 000) ---------- --- ------- 11,783, 513 11.2 11,783,513 11.2 
131, 090,329 7, 002,078 36, 257 --·-- - -----· 7, 038,335 5. 3 5. 4 12, 684, 519 9. 7 12, 684,519 9. 7 
115,978,626 6,778,200 49, 100 _____ · ___ ____ 6,827,300 5.8 5.9 12, 249, 027 10.0 12, 249,027 10.6 
98, 997,026 4, 349,043 52,739 -· ·-·- ----- - 4, 401 , 782 4. 4 4. 4 9, 060,224 9. 2 9, 060,224 9. 2 
39,647, 510 3, 197,218 (73, 854)_ ___ ____ ____ 3, 123,634 8.1 7. 9 5, 061,104 14.1 5, 601 , 104 14.1 

261,625,980 1, 669,753 178, 306 -- - -- · - - ·-- · 1,848, 059 .6 .7 49,688, 933 19.0 49,688,933 19.0 
157,431,945 2,226,585 43,100 --- -- -- - - -· - 2,269,685 1.4 1.4 19, 958,444 12.7 19,958, 444 12.7 
79, 704, 470 (1, 390, 000) (772, 000) ____ ______ __ (2, 162, 000) ______ ___ ____ ____ ___ 11, 479,864 14.4 11, 479,864 14.4 

125, 860,872 10,290,227 3,275 ---- ----- - -- 10,293,498 8.2 8. 2 16,333, 446 13.0 16,333. 346 13.0 
44,170, 546 (163, 433)_ _____ ______ _____ ___ ____ (163, 433)_ ___________________ 5, 642, 705 12. 8 6, 197, 074 14.0 

117,926, 116 2, 912, 467 125, 853 --------- - -- 3, 038, 320 2. 5 2. 6 19,185, 106 16. 3 19, 185, 106 16.3 
12,718,725 (23, 274>- ------------- -- ----·· - - (23, 274) __________ __ ____ ____ 519, 421 4.1 519,421 4. 1 
18,169,268 107,200 2,800 -- - -----· - -- 110, 000 .6 .6 1,659, 043 9.1 1, 659,043 9. 1 
1, 374,862 88, 808 __ _______________ __ :____ 88,808 6. 5 6. 5 121,522 8. 8 121, 522 8. 8 
3, 771,388 285, 000 ---- - ------------------ - 285,000 7. 6 7. 6 330,604 8. 8 330,604 8. 8 

436, 977, 520 5, 502,500 ( $214, 000) ________ ___ _ 5, 288,500 1. 3 1. 2 55, 687, 071 12.7 55, 687,071 12. 7 
2, 726, 033 208, 750 _________ ____________ ___ 208,750 7.7 7.7 226, 852 8.3 226,852 8.3 

209, 395,969 11,370, 968 602,971 ---- -- ------ 11,973,939 5. 4 5. 7 36, 946, 097 17. 6 36,946, 097 17.6 
159,927,639 11, 238,000 172,384 --- -- ------- 11,410,384 7. 0 7.1 20,332,739 12.7 20,332, 739 12.7 
53,849,489 443, 800 (4, 900) _____ _______ 438,900 • 8 . 8 6, 076,461 11.3 6, 076, 461 11.3 
17, 460, 640 37,202 ---------- - ---- - -------- 37,202 . 2 . 2 213,440 1. 2 213, 440 1. 2 
10, 721,999 641, 326 28,534 ------------ 669,860 6.0 6.3 1,434,812 13.4 1,434,812 13.4 
50, 444, 847 - ------ -·--- ---------------- - --------------------- --- ------- -- - - -- -- -- 7, 768, 833 15. 4 7, 768, 833 15. 4 

279,025,162 4, 104, 677 (312, 200) -------- - --- 3, 792,477 1. 5 1. 4 15,950,405 5. 7 15,950, 405 5. 7 
10, 016, 474 228,034- - -- ------------ - --- - --- 228,034 2.3 2. 3 1, 241,977 12. 4 1,241,977 12. 4 

182, 557,438 546, 678 (46, 400) __ __ _____ ___ 500, 278 . 3 . 3 38, 211,861 20.9 38, 211,861 20.9 
27, 775,800 139, 721 15, 143 ---- - - - -- -- - 154, 864 . 5 . 6 1, 692, 737 6. 1 1, 692, 737 6. 1 
14,376,192 --- - ---------- - --·--- - ------ --- ---- - -- - ------------ - -- - --·-- -- -·------ 1, 006,260 7. 0 1, 006,260 7. 0 
74,500, 860 (2, 116, 100) 210, 000 ---·- - ------ (1, 906, 100) ___________ _______ __ 10, 052, 928 13.5 10,052,928 13.5 
86,930,420 776, 790 53, 540 ------------ 830,330 . 9 1. 0 11,405, 563 13.1 11,405, 563 13.1 

126,641,734 5, 952, 306 288,190 --- -- - ---- -- 6, 240,496 4. 7 4. 9 17,346, 408 13.7 17, 346,408 13.7 
13,584,329 (127, 000) (5, 000) ___ __ ______ _ (132, 000) ___ __ ____ ___________ 732, 453 5. 4 732, 453 5. 4 
44,825,449 (38, 000) (3, 000) ____________ (41, 000) - - - - ----- - - - -------- 3, 079,401 6. 9 3, 079,401 6. 9 
54, 963, 666 1, 470,119 (107, 630) ____________ 1,362,489 2.7 2. 5 5,280,422 9.6 5, 280, 422 9.6 
26, 155, 509 60, 436 ------------------------ 60, 436 . 2 . 2 1, 131,538 4. 3 1, 131,538 4. 3 

104,426,902 4, 104, 552 (87, 100)___ _________ 4, 017,452 3. 9 3. 9 21 , 210,292 20.3 21,210, 292 20.3 
65,810,491 1, 803, 000 (3, 000)____________ 1,800, 000 2. 7 2.7 8, 449, 509 12. 8 8,449,509 12.8 

108,273,117 12,155,400 709,400 ------------ 12,864,800 11.2 11.9 22, 819,536 21.1 22, 819,536 21.1 
57,810, 975 945, 457 3, 778 ------------ 949,235 1. 6 1. 6 3, 767,710 6. 5 3,767, 710 6. 5 
3, 233, 628 159, 620 ---------------------- -- 159, 620 4 9 4. 9 188, 718 5. 8 188, 718 5. 8 
6,863, 757 708, 067 2,265 ------------ 710,332 10.3 10.4 797, 574 11.6 797, 574 11.6 
1, 688, 479 92,562 18,938 --------- - -· lll,500 5.5 6.6 170, 524 10.1 170, 524 10.1 

92, 044, 105 2, 627, 665 (134, 800) ____________ 2, 492, 865 2.9 2.7 7, 760,960 8.4 7,760, 960 8.4 
57, 357, 751 (40, 000) _______________________ _ (40, 000) ___________ __ _______ 9, 407,530 16.4 9, 407, 530 16.4 
75, 773, 063 892, 086 44, 192 --------- - - - 936,278 1. 2 1. 2 3, 282,893 4. 3 3, 282,893 4. 3 

219, 165,045 1, 915,657 163,400 -------- --- - 2, 079,057 . 9 1. 0 24, 426,265 11. 2 24, 426, 265 11.2 
7, 396, 388 826, 962 75, 399 ----- - - - ---- 902,361 11.2 12. 2 1, 440, 333 19.5 1, 440, 333 19.5 

123,929, 672 5, 182, 584 226, 400 ------------ 5, 408, 984 4. 2 4. 4 9, 056, 522 7. 3 9, 056, 522 7. 3 
253, 171, 711 3, 694, 600 557, 000 - - -------- - - 4, 251,600 1. 5 1.7 32,437,073 12.8 32, 437,073 12.8 

10, 223, 391 (42, 030) ________ ___ __ ______ _____ (42, 030) ___ ___ __ ___ _________ 334, 182 3. 3 334,182 3. 3 
665, 330,331 (7, 100, 000) ___________ ____ ______ ___ (7, 100, 000) ________ __ __ ________ 63, 103,456 9. 5 63, 103,456 9. 5 
391,825,741 20, 412,682 (3, 196, 315) _____ _______ 17,216,367 5. 2 4. 4 51,868,628 13.2 58,868,628 13.2 
440, 144, 605 (6, 583, 000) 528, 000 - - - - ------ - · (6, 055, 000) ___ _______ __ _____ ___ 67,427,784 17. 3 67,427,784 15.3 
68, 818, 117 1,424, 900 (24, 900) ____ _____ __ _ 1,400, 000 2.1 2.0 6, 148,204 8.9 6, 148,204 8.9 
30,258,456 1, 287,000 (318, 000) _____ ___ ____ 969,000 4. 3 3. 2 3, 465,244 11.5 3, 465, 244 11.5 
1, 577, 414 76, 920 ----------- - -- - ·------- - 76, 920 4. 9 4. 9 110, 927 7. 3 110,927 7. 3 

335, 176, 478 17,349,588 992,304 - - -- - ---- --· 18,341,892 5.2 5. 5 66, 134,976 19. 7 66,134,976 19.7 
381,937,268 (6, 078, 203) (47, 347) __________ __ (6, 125, 550) ______ __ ___________ _ 87,803,777 23.0 87, 803,777 23. 0 
96,657, 322 1,151,662 ------------------- - - - - - 1,151,662 1.2 1.2 1, 003,257 1.0 1, 003,257 1.0 

198,731,262 16, 980,000 84, 000 ---------- -- 17,064, 000 8. 5 8. 6 36,256, 921 18.2 36, 256,921 18.2 
6, 569, 531 2, 169 (2, 169>--------- - ----- -- -------- -- ----- --- · · ·-·-- - - · 160,093 2. 4 160,093 2. 4 

109, 796, 371 188, 469 --------------------- - -- 188, 469 . 2 . 2 14, 263,309 13.0 14, 263,309 13.0 
44,519, 955 2, 610, 000 (67, 000) _________ ___ 2, 543, 000 5. 9 5. 7 5, 996,096 13.5 5, 996, 096 . 13.5 

1, 490, 155, 642 58, 606, 607 (6,866, 980) ____ __ ___ ___ 51,739,627 3.9 3.5 243, 606,660 16.3 243, 606, 660 16.3 
224, 030,037 1, 997, 978 266,253 --- - - - ----- - 2, 264, 331 1. 0 1. 0 53,542, 524 23.9 53,542,524 23.9 
218, 174, 106 5, 482,088 88,000 -------- - --- 5, 570,088 2. 5 2. 6 42,631 , 857 19.5 42,631,857 19. 5 
53,742, 123 I , 151, 757 172,495 ------------ 1, 324, 252 2.1 2. 5 8, 646, 049 16.1 8, 646,049 16.1 

384, 866,726 16,453, 993 (46, 010) ___ _______ __ 16, 407,983 4. 3 4. 3 66, 912, 440 17. 4 66,912, 440 17. 4 
762,882,972 22, 935, 644 (2, 721, 403) _________ ___ 20,214,241 3. 0 2. 6 122, 867,003 16. 1 122, 867, 003 16. 1 

343, 712 - ----- - ----------------------------------------------------- -- -- - ----- 1, 630, 778 ------ - --- 1, 630, 778 ·---- ----
124,832,756 1, 121, 000 67, 000 --------- -- - 1, 188,000 1. 0 1. 0 26,615,858 21. 3 26,615, 858 21. 3 
78, 556, 899 (1, 318, 200) 121, IOO ---- - -----·- (1, 197, 100)____________ ____ ____ 15,718,178 20. 0 15,718,178 20.0 
13, 732, 269 613,800 (6, 600) ____________ 607, 200 4. 5 4. 4 1, 513, 865 11.0 1, 5I3, 865 II. 0 
16, 528, 668 798, 900 10,600 ------------ 809,500 4. 8 4. 9 2, 034,449 12. 3 2, 034, 449 12.3 
17, 743, 560 638, 700 9, 300 ------------ 648,000 3. 6 3. 7 2, 136, 310 12. 0 2, 136, 310 12. 0 

320, 356, 474 12,604, 000 526, 000 ------------ 13,130, 000 3.9 4. 1 55, 988, 300 17.5 55, 988, 300 17.5 
289, 501 , 721 4, 102, 590 (680, 590) __ ____ ______ 3, 422, 000 1. 4 1. 2 41,951,313 14. 5 41,951, 313 14.5 
243, 364, 983 28, 063, 741 (1 , 115, 775) ____________ 26, 947,966 11.5 11. 1 47,491, 476 19.5 47, 49I, 476 19.5 
I08, 595, 640 2, 282 (1 , 947, I52) ____________ (1, 944, 870) ________________ ____ 12, 829,099 11.8 12, 829, 099 11.8 
58, I05, 583 3, 339, 323 (48, 948) ____ ________ 3, 290,375 5. 7 5. 1 12, 754, 994 22.0 12, 754, 994 22.0 

145, 897,770 12, 022, 710 85, 290 -- -- -------- 12,108, 000 8. 3 8. 3 22,632, 831 15. 5 22, 632,831 15.5 
1, 076, 260, 094 (3, 781 , 724) (1, 027, 835)($2, 800, 000) (7, 609, 559) ___________ _________ 131, 482, 669 12.2 150, 022,669 13. 9 

116, 901 , 991 2,.958, 000 67, 747 ----- - ---- - - 3, 025,747 2. 5 2. 6 15,462,589 13. 2 15,462, 589 13.2 
212,270, 843 6, 279,000 27,000 -- - --------- 6, 306,000 3. 0 3. 0 24,306,083 11.5 24, 306,083 11. 5 

25, 904, 277 I, 036, 668 6, 400 ----------- · 1, 043,068 4. 0 4. 0 2, 576,509 9. 9 2, 576, 509 9. 9 
1, 767, 037 339, 000 --------------- - ---·-·-- 339,000 19.2 19.2 370,908 21.0 370,908 21.0 

Footnote at end of article. 
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Name of company 

CLASSES A AND B PRIVATELY OWNED 
ELECTRIC UTILITIES-Continued 
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operating 
revenues 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 

Account 
409.1 

Federal income taxes 

Account 
409.2 

Account 
409.3 Total 

Federal 
income Total 
taxes, Federal 

account income 
409.1, taxes 

percent percent 
of total of total 
utility utility 

operating operating 
revenues revenues 1 

Net income 

Percent 
of total 

Before utility 
extraordinary operating 

items revenues 

30759 

Net income 

Percent 
of total 

After utility 
extraordinary operating 

items revenues 

Safe Harbor Water Power Corp_____________ $3,941, 372 $571,516 $5, 866 ------------ $577,382 14.5 14.6 $746,860 18.9 $746, 860 18.9 
St. Joseph Light & Power Co_______________ 20,694, 978 829, 000 (58, 000) ____________ 771,000 3. 7 3. 7 2, 228,400 10.8 2, 228,400 10.8 
San Diego Gas & Electric Co_ ______________ 227,762, 871 (185, 771) (1,592,lll) ____________ (1, 777,882)__ __________________ 27,685,841 12.2 27,685, 841 12.2 
Savannah Electric & Power Co •• ----------- 36,417,828 (96, 108) (8, 500) ____________ (104, 608) ____________________ 3, 917,969 10.8 3, 917,969 10.8 
Sherrard Power System _------------------ 2, 862,005 92,195 ------------------------ 92,195 3. 2 3. 2 176, 720 6. 2 176,720 6. 2 
SierraPacificPowerCo____ ______________ _ 58,185,650 1,183,240 (345,504) ____________ 837,736 2.0 1.4 9,005, 446 15.5 9,005,446 15.5 
South Beloit Water, Gas & Electric Co_______ 3, 747, 019 108,407 400 ------------ 108,807 2. 9 2. 9 127,073 3. 4 127,073 3. 4 
South Carolina Electric & Gas Co.---- ------ 204,240,552 1, 645,500 (1, 275, 600) ____________ 369, 900 . 8 . 2 26, 715, 143 13.1 26,715,143 13. 1 
Southern California Edison Co_____________ _ 1, 079,715, 765 39,533,375 (2, 840, 100)____________ 36, 693,275 3. 7 3. 4 : 47,730,729 13.7 147,730, 729 13.7 
Southern Electric Generating Co ___________ _ 47,704,736 3, 356,626 46,888 ------------ 3, 403,514 7. 0 7.1 3, 837,374 8. 0 3, 837,374 8. 0 
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Co_ _______ _ 63,651,672 3, 308,620 (171, 530)__ __________ 3, 137,090 5. 2 4. 9 11, 015, 917 17.3 11,015,917 17.3 
Southwestern Electric Power Co__ __________ 130,076,429 12,756,000 75,400 ------------ 12, 832, 000 9. 8 9. 9 23,207,236 17.8 23,207,236 17.8 
Southwestern Electric Service Co_ __________ 9, 859,369 407,774 ------------------------ 407,774 4.1 4.1 1, 033,039 10.5 1, 033,039 10.5 
Southwestern Public Service Co___ _________ 118,646,360 11,937, 000 (25, 000)__ __________ 11, 912,000 10.1 10.0 23,173,436 19.5 23,173,436 19.5 
Superior Water, Light & Power Co__ ________ 10,316, 610 254,400 11,300 ------------ 265,700 2. 5 2. 6 483,082 4. 7 883,082 4. 7 

~~;~~=~=~~= ~~~~:cc~~-t~~~=== ::::::::::: ~: ~r~: ~~~ --T2sz:ss7- ----- 55;479 ·::::::: = = === ---c 31f 346----- ·2o.-a·--- -·2i:o -- ---Tss2:54f ___ -·45:s-·- ---2:ssz:542- -----45:6 
Tampa Electric Co__ ______ ________________ 151,030,785 4, 152, 135 ------------------------ 4, 152, 135 2. 7 2. 7 23, 050,784 15.3 23,050,784 15.3 
Tapoco, Inc______________________________ 5, 020,229 535, 525 ------------------------ 535, 525 10.7 10.7 628,660 12.5 628, 660 12.5 
Texas Electric Service Co__________________ 211,435.093 20, 581, 574 ------------------ - ----- 20,581, 574 9. 7 9. 7 42,641,541 20.3 42 641 541 20.2 
Texas Power & Light Co._ ---------------- 255,077,365 27,736,863 ------------------------ 27,736,863 10.9 10.9 56,832,458 22.3 56; 832:458 22.3 
Toledo Edison Co., the____ ___ _____________ 129,147,270 5, 396,579 (172, 000) __________ __ 5, 224,579 4. 2 4. 0 23,568,423 18.2 23,568,423 18.2 
Tucson Gas & Electric Co__ ___________ _____ 98,082,330 685,000 (2, 135, 000)_ ___________ (1, 450, 000) . 7 --------- - 15,030, 106 15.3 15,030, 106 15.3 
UGI CorP--- --- -------------------------- 89,340,474 4, 107,112 388,983 ------------ 4, 496,095 4. 6 5. 0 7, 256,283 8.1 7, 256,283 8.1 
Union Electric Co_ ________ ________________ 384,493,059 6, 216,000 (394, 000) ____________ 5, 822, OCO 1. 6 1. 5 67, 166,900 17.5 67, 166,900 17.5 
Unionlight.Heat&PowerCo.,the_________ 43,020,933 756,000 44,867--- --------- 800,867 1.8 1.9 1,603,905 3.7 1,603,905 3.7 
UnitedllluminatingCo.,the __________ __ ___ 116,758,980 759,000 136,800---- -------- 895,000 .7 .8 13,109,230 11.2 13,109,230 11.2 
Upper Peninsula Generating Co ___ --------- 12, 153, 924 ____________________________ ----- ______________ --- -- __ __ _ _ _ ------- ___________________________________ : ____________ _ _ 
Upper Peninsula Power Co.---- -- --------- 18,821,923 986,468 (19, 693)__________ __ 966,775 5. 2 5.1 2, 008,460 11.3 2, 134,565 11.3 
Utah Power & Light Co._- ---------------- 127,454,216 (283, 920) 188,500 ------------ (95, 420)-------------------- 27,889,253 12.9 27,889,243 21.9 

~=~~~~~ ~~;~~~ ~~~~~a~~o~~~-corp::::::: ~: ~~~: 1~~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 7, ~~~: ~~~ 15: ~ 7, ~~~: ~~~ 15: ~ 
Virginia Electnc & Power Co____ ___________ 550,963, 151 (1, C10, 366) 275, 134 ------------ (735, 232) -- --------- ---- ----- 124,0/2, 145 22.5 124,072, 145 22.5 
Washington Water Power Co., the___________ 92,998, 565 4, 424, 159 (37. 623) ____________ 4, 386,536 4. 8 4. 7 13, 103, 697 14.1 13, 103,697 14.1 
West Penn Power Co._- ------------------ 190, 937, 053 8, 466, 000 ------------------------ 8, 466, 000 4. 4 4. 4 35, 263, 912 18. 5 35, 263, 912 18.5 
West Texas Utilities Co._- ---------------- 56,313,612 8, 645, 200 240, 100 ------------ 8, 885, 300 15.4 15.8 11, 576. 263 20.6 11,576,263 20.6 
Western Colorado Power Co., the__ ________ _ 5, 355,796 155,423 74, 500 ------------ 229,923 2. 9 4. 3 798, 175 14.9 798,175 14.9 
Western Massachusetts Electric Co__________ 90, 755, 647 (1, 692, 871) (204, 307) ____________ (1, 834, 178)____________________ 12,075.093 13.3 12,075.093 13.3 
Wheeling F.lectnc Co___ _____________ ______ 22, 150,063 (162, 600) (6, 422) ___________ _ (169, 022)------ -------------- 876,856 4. 0 876,856 4. 0 
Wisconsin Electric Power Co _______________ 293,952,743 26,266,300 ll8, 000 ------------ 26,447,400 8. 9 9.0 50,166,954 17.1 50,166.954 17.1 
Wisconsin Michigan Power Co______________ 58,889,929 3, 805,600 77, 200 ------ - ----- 3, 882,800 6. 5 6. 6 7. 991, 969 13.6 7, 991,969 13.6 
Wisconsin Power & Li!!ht Co_______________ 135,718,219 (794, 382) (23, 911) ____________ (818, 293>- ------------------- 17,033,239 12.6 17,033,239 12.6 
Wisconsin Public Service Corp_ ------------ 146,465,285 (356, 000) 57, 400 ------------ (298, 600>----- ------ ---- ----- 18,240,516 12.5 18, 240, 516 12.5 
Wiscon ::in River Power Co _________________ 2, 405, 582 452, 785 52,014 ------------ 504, 799 18.8 21.0 561,600 23.3 561,600 23.3 
Yadkin,lnc ___________ ____ _______________ 7,355,414 549,240 ------------------------ 549,240 7.5 7.5 657,390 8. 9 657.390 8.9 
YankeeAtomicEiectricCo___ ______________ 10,279,260 1.035,400 (2.000) ____________ 1,033,400 10.1 10.1 846,550 8.2 846,500 8.2 

Total (national average) _____________ 33, 166. 456, 126 881,649,694 (67, 315, 629)($2, 241, 600) 812,092,465 2. 7 2. 6 4, 931, 195, 875 14.9 4, 992, 794,296 15.0 

NATURAL GAS PIPELINES 

Alabama-Tennessee Natural Gas Co. _______ _ 
Algonquin Gas Transmission Co ___________ _ 
Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co _______________ _ 
Arkansas-Missouri Power Co ______________ _ 
Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp _____________ _ 
Black Marlin Pipeline Co ___ ______________ _ 
Blue Dolphin Pipe Line Co ___________ ____ _ _ 
Carnegie Natural Gas Co _________________ _ 
Cascade Natural Gas Corp ________________ _ 
Chandeleur Pipe Line Co .------------- ----
Cimarron Transmission Co ________________ _ 
Cities Service Gas Co ___ __ _______________ _ 
Colorado Interstate Corp _________________ _ 
Columbia Gas Transmission Corp __________ _ 
Columbia Gulf Transmission Co ___________ _ 

~~~s~~~~~s~~a~~::fr~\YG~~rto::: :::::::=: 
Eastern Shore Natural Gas Co _____________ _ 
El Paso Natural Gas Co ___________________ _ 
Equitable Gas Co ________________________ _ 
Florida Gas Transmission Co __________ ____ _ 
Gas Transport, Inc _______________________ _ 
Granite State Gas Transmission, Inc _______ _ 
Great Lakes Gas Transmission Co __________ _ 
Great Plains Natural Gas Co ______________ _ 
Hampshire Gas Co _______________________ _ 
Inland Gas Co., Inc., the __________________ _ 
Inter-City Minnesota Pipelines Ltd _________ _ 
Interstate Power Co _____________________ _ 
Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Co ____________ _ 
Iowa Public Service Co __ _________________ _ 
Iroquois Gas Corp _______________________ _ 
Jupiter Corp., the _______ ______________ ___ , 
Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gas Co., Inc _____ _ 
Kentucky West Virginia Gas Co ____________ _ 
Lawrenceburg Gas Transmission Corp ______ _ 
Lone Star Gas Co ________________________ _ 
Louisiana-Nevada Transit Co ______________ _ 
McCulloch Interstate Gas Corp ____________ _ 
Michigan Gas Storage Co _________________ _ 
Michigan Wisconsin Pipe Line Co------ -----Mid Louisiana Gas Co ____________________ _ 
Midwestern Gas Transmission Co __________ _ 
Mississippi River Transmission Corp _______ _ 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co ______________ _ 
Mountain Fuel Supply Co _________________ _ 
Mountain Gas Co ________________________ _ 
Natural Gas Pipeline Co. of America •••••••• 

17,516,611 1,008,000 5,200 ------------ 1,013,200 5.8 5.8 
108,429,567 4, 500,000 ------------------------ 4, 500,000 4. 2 4. 2 
184, 043, 175 7, 758, 200 1, 291,300 ------------ 9, 049, 500 4. 2 4. 9 
28,707,817 202, 132 11, 009 -- - --------- 213, 141 0 7 0 7 
8, 899, 222 347, 198 105,402 ------------ 452,600 3. 9 5.1 

940,543 28,589 ------ - ----------------- 28,589 3.0 3.0 
862,993 171,374 15, 533 ------------ 186,907 19.9 21.7 

16,718, 342 600, 124 40,342 ------------ 640,466 3. 6 3. 8 
53,545,597 606,228 6, 896 ------------ 613, 124 1.1 1.1 
1, 373, 075 ----------------------------------------------------------------------
2,293,092 24,809 804 ------------ 25,613 1.1 1.1 

165,859, 653 (988, 232) 2, 476, 516 ------------ 1, 488,284 ---------- . 9 
137,425,790 3, 454,000 (928, 000) ____________ 2, 526,000 2. 5 1. 8 
809, 779,459 24,019,681 86,969 ------------ 24,106,650 3.0 3.0 
114,004, 590 12,972, 143 (2, 228, 130) ____________ 10,744,013 11.4 9. 4 
441,689, 940 5,060,358 485,000 ------------ 5,545,358 1.1 1.3 
47,568, 156 1, 557,940 (1, 240) ____________ 1, 556,700 3. 3 3. 3 

5,731,466 502, 684 10,346------------ 513,030 8.8 9.0 
843,620,413 10,321,880 4, 742,416 ------------ 15,064,296 1. 2 1. 8 
93,315, 265 560,600 (63,000)__ __________ 497,600 .6 .5 

104,174,637 8,961,000 ------------------------ 8,961,000 8.6 8.6 
1, 873,450 9, 500 ------------------------ 9, 500 . 5 • 5 
3, 304,619 21,700 --·----- - ---------------- 21,700 . 7 • 7 

103,646,405 3, 248,000 128,000 ------------ 3, 376,000 3.1 3. 3 
3, 730, 155 19,000 ------------------------ 19,000 0 5 • 5 
1, 434,731 (4, 440) 2, 058 ------------ (2, 382) ___________________ _ 
7, 791,808 287,825 (751)_______ _____ 287,074 3. 7 3. 7 
5, 275, 694 --------------------------------------------------------------------- -

76,803, 193 4, 989, 180 12,000 ------------ 5, 001, 190 6. 5 6. 5 
131,090, 329 7, 002,078 36,257 ------------ 7, 038,335 5. 3 5. 4 
98,977,026 4,349,043 52, 739------------ 4,401,782 4.4 4.4 

146, 561,676 (693, 905) 1(183, 742)_______ ____ (877, 647) ___________________ _ 
4, 525, 000 ------------------------ -------- ------------------------- ---------- ---

71.872,357 5, 699,379 251,995 ------------ 5. 951,374 7. 9 8. 3 
13,246,491 (296, 700) ________________________ (296, 700) ___________________ _ 
2, 311, 169 1, 286 (12)____ ________ 1, 274 .1 .1 

247,514,548 6, 836,756 32.368 ------------ 6, 869, 124 2. 8 2.. 8 
1, 864, 465 ----------------------------------------------------------------------
4,922,058 (195, 290) ----------- - ------------ (195, 290) ___________________ _ 

47,748,582 1, 717,454 ---- - ------------------- 1, 717,454 3.6 3.6 
468,413,909 22,779,000 1, 074,300 ------------ 23.853,300 4. 9 5. 1 
10,896, 599 (255, 203)--------- --------------- (255, 203) ___________________ _ 

139,300,662 4, 239,030 303,270 ------------ 4, 542,300 3. 0 3. 3 
113,449,885 5, 892, 000 ------------------------ 5, 892,000 5. 2 5. 2 
65,810,491 1, 803,000 (3, 000) ____________ 1, 800,000 2. 7 2. 7 
72, 578,245 (827, 589) (829, 853) ____________ (1, 657, 442) ___________________ _ 

556, 17 4 ------ - - --------------------------------------------------------------
512,413,613 49,499,000 504,000 ------------ 50,003, 000 9. 7 9. 8 

1, 259, 962 7. 2 
5, 967, 284 5. 5 

35, 530, 639 19. 3 
1, 633,213 5. 7 

662,765 7. 4 
130, 049 13. 8 
65, 540 7. 6 

1, 141, 856 6. 8 
2, 973, 521 5. 6 

(672, 400) _________ _ 
41,875 1. 8 

18,857,283 11.4 
20, 659, 797 15. 0 
56, 264, 293 6. 9 
26, 6271 236 23. 4 
29, 291, 802 6. 6 
2, 983, 021 6. 3 

613, 569 10. 7 
65, 622, 991 7. 8 
ll, 001, 781 11. 8 
13, 985, 430 13. 4 

97,213 5. 2 
72,922 2. 2 

12, 047, 415 11. 6 
125, 197 3. 4 
266, 872 18. 6 
497, 301 ti. 4 

58, 418 1. 1 
7, 613, 739 9. 9 

12, 684, 519 9. 7 
9, 060, 224 9. 2 
7, 267, 116 5. 0 

772,000 17. 1 
1C, 158. 378 14. 1 
3, 865, 151 29. 2 

6, 809 . 3 
41, 886, 243 16.9 

(576, 660) _________ _ 
(211, 564) _________ _ 

1, 818, 567 3. 8 
43, 974, 689 9. 4 

902, 719 8. 3 
5, 391, 246 3. 9 

10, 180, 130 9. 0 
8, 449, 509 12. 8 

10, 241;, 980 14. 1 
{64, 047) _________ _ 

57, 388, 564 11.2 

1, 259,962 7. 2 
5, 967,284 5. 5 

35, 530, 639 19. 3 
1, 633, 213 5. 7 

662,765 7. 4 
130, 049 13. 8 
65, 540 7. 6 

1, 141, 756 6. 8 
2, 973, 521 5. 6 

(653, 893) ________ _ 
41, 875 1. 8 

18,857, 283 11.4 
20, 659, 797 15. 0 
56, 264, 293 6. 9 
26, 627' 236 23. 4 
29, 291, 802 6. 6 
2, 983,021 6. 3 

613, 56 10.7 
69, 243, 305 8. 2 
11, 001, 781 11. 8 
13, 985, 430 13. 4 

97,213 5. 2 
72,922 2. 2 

12, 047, 415 11. 6 
125, 197 3. 4 
266, 872 18. 6 
497, 301 6. 4 

58,418 1.1 
7, 613, 739 9 •9 

12, 684, 519 9. 7 
9, 060, 224 9. 2 
7, 267, 116 5. 0 

772, 000 17. 1 
10, 158, 378 14. 1 
3, 865, 151 29. 2 

6, 809 • 3 
41, 886, 243 16.9 

(576, 660) ________ _ 
(211. 564) ________ _ 

1, 818, 567 3. 8 
43, 974, 689 9. 4 

902,719 8. 3 
5, 391, 246 3. 9 

10, 180, 130 9. 0 
8, 449, 509 12. 8 

10, 246, 980 14. 1 
(64, 047) ________ _ 

57, 388. 564 11.2 



30760 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE September 11, 197 4 

Federal 
income Total 
taxes, Federal 

account income Net income 
409.1, taxes --------

Federal income taxes 
percent percent Percent 
of total of total of total 

Net income 

Percent 
of total 

Total utility-------· utility utility Before utility After utility 
operating 
revenues 

Account 
409.1 

Account 
409.2 

Account 
409.3 

operating operating extraordinary operating extraordinary operating 
items revenues Name of company Total revenues revenues 1 items revenues 

NATURAL GAS PIPELINES- Continued 

North Penn Gas Co ______________________ _ $19,508, 335 $552, 240 $8,095-- ---------- $560,335 2.8 2.9 $1, 059, 731 5. 4 $1, 059, 731 5. 4 
Northern Natural Gas Co _________________ _ 478,672,708 13, 189,300 5, 287, 100 ------------ 18,476,400 2. 8 3. 9 

9, 486, 695 427,933 17,032 ---- - ------- 444,965 4.5 4.7 
58, 128, 962 12. 1 58, 128, 962 12. 1 

866, 110 9. 1 Northern Utilities, Inc __ ____ ______________ _ 
Ohio River Pipeline Corp ____________ · _____ _ 5, 295,396 13,430 ------------------------ 13, 430 . 3 . 3 14,814 . 3 

866, 110 9.1 
14,814 . 3 

Oklahoma Natural Gas Gathering Corp _____ _ 3, 483, 45G 84, 300 ----------------- - ------ 84,300 2. 4 2. 4 95,662 2. 7 95,662 2. 7 
Orange and Rockland Utilities, Inc _________ _ 109,796,371 188,469 ------------------------ · 188,469 .2 .2 14, 263, 309 13. 0 14, 263, 3C9 13. 0 
Pacif1c Gas Transmission Co __ ____________ _ 165, 824, 161 1,018, 082 119,000---- -------- 1,137, 082 .6 .7 6, 301, 512 3. 8 6, 301, 512 3. 8 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co ___________ _ 351,588,681 13,654,602 119,421--- --------- 13,774,023 3.9 3.9 62,700,986 17.8 62, 700, 986 7. 18 
Pennsylvania Gas Co _____________________ _ 36,027,200 1,423,152 15,301------------ 1,483,453 4.0 4.0 3, 297, 114 9. 2 3. 297, 114 9. 2 
Pennsylvania & Southern Gas Co __________ _ 5,886,712 262,858 33,056 ____________ 295,914 4.5 5.0 447, 317 7. 6 447,317 7.6 
Sabine Pipe Line Co _____________ ______ __ _ 1, 844, 451 ---------------------------------------------------------------------- 326, 561 17. 7 326, 561 17. 7 
Sea Robin Pipelsne Co ____________________ _ 
Shenandoah Gas Co ____________ _____ _____ _ 81, 484, 672 ~-- -- ----------------------------------------------------------------

4,039,500 (96, 991) 973 ------------ (596, 018) ___________________ _ 
11. 398, 298 14. 0 

(209, 763)- --- ------
11, 398, 298 14. 0 

(209, 763) ________ _ 
South Georgea Natural Gas Co _____________ _ 15,188, 245 708,552 ------------ ------ ------ 708,552 4. 7 4. 7 1, 421, 056 9. 4 1, 421, 056 9. 4 
South Texas Natural Gas Gathering Co _____ _ 16, 866,423 240,050 ------------------------ 240,050 1. 4 1. 4 915.760 5. 4 (2, 788, 305) ________ _ 
Southern Natural Gas Co __ ___ _____ _______ _ 323, 214,218 22,045, 000 2. 728,000 - --- - --- ---- 24,773,000 6. 8 7. 7 46, 483, 393 14. 4 46, 483, 393 14. 4 
Southwest Gas Corp _____________________ _ 59,864, 003 398, 125 1(16, 078 --- --------- 504, 203 . 7 . 8 

603.459, 424 28, 895,900 (6, 545, 472)____ ________ 22, 350, 428 4. 8 3. 7 
3, 265, 287 5. 5 3, 265. 28i 5. 5 

Tenneco Inc. _______________ ------ __ --_-- 239, 105, 728 39. 6 230, 211, 354 38. 1 
Tennesee Natural Gas Lines, Inc _________ _ 15, 79G, 563 (76, 800) 22, 300 --- -- ------- (54, 500>----- ----- ---- ----- -

484, 487,927 18,450,024 (6, 015, 871) ____________ 12,434, 153 3. 8 2. 6 
1, 594, 056 10. 1 1, 594, 056 10. 1 

88, 550, 836 18. 3 . 88, 550, 836 18. 3 Texas Eastern Transmission Corp ____ _____ .• 
Texas Gas Pipe Line Corp _______________ _ 
Texas Gas Transmission Corp _____________ _ 312. ~~1·. ~~~ 6, ~~~. ~w --- -<ss~ooo)-$i~4si~zsr 1. ~1~: ~w-----To·-----Ts- 174, 442 20.3 

36,733,860 11.7 
174,442 20.3 

39, 721, 356 12. 7 
Tidal Transmission Co ___ ________________ _ 1, 794, 629 ---------- -- ----------------------- - ---------------------------------- 86,014 4. 8 86,014 4. 8 
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp _______ _ 505, 534,930 8,723,930 2,469,126 ---·-------- 11,193,056 1.7 2.2 54, 044, 496 10. 7 54, 044, 496 10.7 
Transwestern Pipeline Co ________________ _ 149,412,993 6, 100,000 (2, 369, 000) _____ __ _____ 3, 731,000 4.1 2. 5 

212, 950,823 12, 571, 100 5, 900 ------------ 12,577,000 5. 9 5. 9 
15, 096, 320 10. 1 15, 093, 320 10. 1 Trunkline Gas Co ________________________ _ 

Union Light, Heat & Power Co., the ________ _ $43, 020,933 $756,202 $44, 867 ------------ $801,069 1. 8 1. 9 
19, 385, 093 9. 1 
$1, 603, 905 3. 7 

19, 386, 093 9. 1 
$1,603, 905 3. 7 

United Gas Pipe Line Co __________________ _ 
United Natural Gas Co ___________________ _ 

393, 574, 589 10,080,000 1, 389,000 ------------ 11,469,000 2. 6 2. 9 
69, 548,756 1, 339, 511 168, 503 ------------ 1, 508,014 1. 9 2. 2 

23, 542, 156 6. 0 23, 542, 156 6. 0 

Valley Gas Transmission, Inc ______________ _ 
Washington Gas Light Co _________________ _ 3, 884, 634 (685, 000)_ ----------------------- (685, 000)- -------------- ·-- --

164, 533,407 2, 502,220 867,326 ------------ 3, 369, 546 1. 5 2. 0 

5, 598,477 8. 0 
86,867 2. 2 

11, 253, 991 6. 8 

5, 598, 477 8. 0 
86,862 2. 2 

11, 253, 991 6. 8 
West Texas Gathering Co _________________ _ 24,847, 849 70, 291 --- --- ----------------- - 70,291 .3 .3 94,097 . 4 94,097 . 4 

Total (national average) _____________ 10,218,869,885 346,958,825 5, 839,727 1, 491,254 354,289,806 3.4 

1 Revenues related to other income and extraordinary items are not included in total utility operating revenues. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Simon's proposals 
on how to alleviate the problems faced 
by utilities are not new. The privately 
owned utility industry has for many 
years argued before Federal and State 
regulatory commissions, as well as the 
Congress, that the only way to insure a 
reliable supply of electricity is to main
tain a high level of utility profits through 
a combination of periodic rate increases 
and tax breaks which inure to the bene
fit of utility investors, yet today some 
utilities are having difficulty attracting 
new capital and certain areas of the 
Nation are threatened with potential 
brownouts. The continual pursuit of 
higher profits for individual utilities, 
long advocated by the utility industry 
and now supported by Mr. Simon, has not 
only failed to provide the Nation with 
an efficient and dependable system for 
generating electricity, it has also proved 
to be an enormously expensive burden 
for the American consumer. The finan
cial problems which utilities have en
countered due to the existing high rate 
of inflation may be severe, but they are 
certainly no greater than the difficulties 
faced by the average consumer who has 
already suffered rate increases of 100 
percent and more over the past few years 
due to nearly annual requests by the 
utilities for higher rates and fuel cost 
adjustments which rise monthly. 

Persistent large increases in the cost 
!)f basic utility services and other neces
sities such as food, housing, and gasoline 
have placed the brunt of the current in
flation directly upon those who can least 
afford it. Allowing further unnecessary 
increases in the cost of such necessities 
will only fuel inflation by leading to de
mands for higher wages. The time is, 
therefore, ripe for Mr. Simon and the 
administration to examine the defects 

and inequi.ties of the present system of 
planning and financing utility opera
tions, and to give serious consideration 
to alternative methods for solving the 
problem of providing reliable electric 
service throughout the Nation. It should 
not be forgotten that the problems of 
the utility industry are also the problems 
of the public since the public ultimately 
bears the burden of increased costs and 
deteriorating service, and so it is impor
tant that public interests be represented 
adequately at each step of the policy
making process in this vital area. 

The detrimental effect of raising basic 
utility rates on the economy and the 
fight against inflation is well known after 
the experience of the past few years, but 
I believe it is necessary to note the pres
ent effect on consumers of the invest
ment tax credit which Mr. Simon pro
poses to raise from 4 to 7 percent. When 
Congress first considered the investment 
tax credit in 1962 as an incentive for 
companies to increase capital spending, 
President Kennedy's Secretary of the 
Treasury, C. Douglas Dillon, recom
mended that utilities be excluded from 
taking the credit since they have a legal 
duty to make all prudently necessary 
investment, are guaranteed a fair return 
on such investment, and thus have no 
need for any incentive to invest. Never
theless, Congress included a 3-percent 
tax credit for utilities when the general 
7 -percent investment tax credit was 
passed. In 1964, the law was amended 
to provide that Federal regulatory agen
cies could not require utilities under their 
jurisdiction to pass on to the customers 
the immediate savings permitted by the 
3-percent credit without the unlikely 
consent of the utility itself. 

Since the utility industry is capital 
intensive, the companies covered by the 

3. 5 1, 246, 345, 499 12. 2 1, 240, 373, 477 12.1 

1964 amendment were able to accrue 
large sums of money collected from the 
customers through their rates in the un
amortized investment tax credit reserve. 
The Federal regulatory agencies were re
quired by the tax law to force the cus
tomers to pay a rate of return on these 
accrued funds which they had previously 
contributed for the payment of a phan
tom tax expense. State regulatory com
missions, which regulate the rates for 93 
percent of the power industry, were not 
bound by the 1964 amendment, however, 
and nearly every commission considering 
the issue decided to reduce the base upon 
which a return is allowed by the amount 
of the unamortized investment tax cred
its for the obvious reason that it is in
equitable to require customers to pay a 
return on funds which they have con
tributed to the utility. 

The 1962 law was repealed in 1969 
and the present law establishing a 4-per
cent investment tax credit for utilities 
was passed in 1971. The present law was 
written so that no regulatory commis
sion, either State or Federal, can pass the 
immediate benefit of the tax savings on 
to the customers. So now customers in 
every jurisdiction are unjustly required 
to pay a return on their own money if the 
utility is to be allowed to qualify for the 
investment tax credit. 

The use vf Federal tax law to circum
vent the sound judgment of the regul;:t
tory commissions empowered by law to 
set just and reasonable utility rates ap
pears to violate the spirH; of both Federal 
and State regulatory law while unneces
sarily enriching investors. If Mr. Simon's 
proposal to raise the present 4-percent 
credit to 7 percent is followed, the detri
ment suffered by utility customers will 
increase by 75 percent. For example, 
based on Standard and Poor's projec-
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tions of utility capital investment dur
ing 1974, my staff calculates that cus
tomers will be overcharged approxi
mately $250 million this year alone under 
the present law. If the 7-percent invest
ment tax credit proposed by Mr. Simon 
had been in effect this year, utility cus
tomers would have been overcharged al
most $440 million. 

There are alternatives to the seemingly 
endless cycle of rate increases by indi
vidual utilities. One of the most feasible 
alternatives would be the establishment 
of a national power grid under a bill I 
introduced last year and which was co
sponsored by Senators MANSFIELD, Mc
GovERN, AsouREZK, HuMPHREY, Moss, 
and HATHAWAY. 

We need a reliable electric power sys
tem. We need to curb the unnecessary 
use of non-renewable resources and to 
protect the environment. We need to 
provide required generating capacity and 
move the electricity where it is needed. 
A national power grid would help to ac
complish these goals in a way that no 
other concept can. 

A national power grid system could 
slow down plant proliferation by as much 
as 25 percent. It would mean lower fuel 
consumption as well. There would be less 
demand for peak generating facilities. 
Bulk power could be moved from one sec
tion of the country to another to take 
care of load requirements peaking at dif
ferent times of day in the various time 
zones of the country, and at different 
seasons of the year in the various regions 
of the country. 

The national power grid would 
strengthen the Nation's varied electric 
system by benefiting all segments of the 
industry. A publicly financed bulk power 
supply system would help solve the power 
supply problems of the small consumer
owned utilities and the financing and 
siting problems of the large investor
owned utilities. 

I regard introduction of a bill such as 
this as an initial pleading. We need to 
have all segments of the power industry 
and environmental and consumer groups 
examine it closely, criticize or applaud, 
and help the Congress develop through 
the hearing procedure an act that will 
provide an interstate highway system for 
electricity, a transmission system that 
will move power where it is needed and 
diminish the demand for construction of 
additional generation facilities. 

Reducing the demand by utilities for 
investment capital will help to reduce 
interest rates and free capital for other 
areas of the economy such as housing. 
Although the plight of a few utilities has 
caused alarm concerning the status of 
the entire industry, statistics compiled 
by the Edison Electric Institute show 
that the capacity situation for all elec
tric utilities in the Nation, excluding 
Alaska and Hawaii, has steadily improved 
over the past 5 years. 

For instance, the margin of reserve 
capacity available on the peak day rose 
from 16.6 percent in 1969 to 20.8 percent 
in 1973; and the average load factor 
which measures the average use of exist
ing plant facilities declined from 64.1 
percent in 1969 to 62 percent in 1973. 
Thus, overall usable capacity has been 

rising while individual companies have 
had problems. A national power grid 
could make the benefits of the national 
situation available where it is needed. Ob
viously, much of the plant construction 
which has been delayed or canceled due 
to the inability of utilities to raise ad
ditional capital under existing rates 
would be unnecessary with the establish
ment of a national power grid. 

Another alternative which would 
stretch the use of existing electric gen
erating capacity while also apportioning 
the cost burden more equitably would 
be the development of rate structures 
which discourage ever increasing peak 
use by pricing such use at its proper 
economic cost. Encouraging the in
creased use of electricity through 
declining block rate structures must 
come to an end. The development of 
rate structures based on peak load 
pricing was recommended by several 
distinguished witnesses testifying before 
the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs earlier this month in 
regard to the current economic prob
lems faced by the utility industry.* 

My amendment No. 1561 to the con
sumer protection bill-allowing the 
intervention of the Federal consumer 
agency in State regulatory proceedings 
when requested by a State's Governor, 
consumer agency, or regulatory commis
sion-would help to spread the cost of 
developing new rate structures and 
insure that the merits of adopting those 
rate structures would be properly repre
sented to interested State commissions. 
This approach is necessary since the 
regulatory authority for setting con
sumer utility rates is held by the indi
vidual States and the Federal Govern
ment has no present means to encourage 
the use of rate structures based on peak 
load pricing. 

The alternatives I have presented to 
the proposals of Mr. Simon are not only 
feasible, but relatively inexpensive when 
compared to the present system of 
regular large rate increases. Further
more, they will reduce inflationary pres
sures by lowering significantly the 
demand for new capital by utilities 
which should, in turn, make utility 
securities more attractive to investors. 
Both our economy and our environment 
may be aided through more coordinated 
and efficient use of the existing electric 
power facilities the Nation has at its dis
posal. The average consumer can no 
longer bear the burden of the present 
system of ever higher profits and unfair 
tax breaks for individual utilities. 

It is my hope that the administration 
will seriously consider my proposals as 
well as any others which might beat the 
inflationary push of present methods 
before adopting economic policies for 
the electric power industry which will 
only serve to further entrench the waste 
and inequities now existing in that 
industry. 

• Alfred E. Kahn, chairman, New York 
PSC; Murray L. Weidenbaum, professor, 
Washington University, St. Louis, Mo.: 
Irwin M. Stelzer, president, National Eco
nomic Research Associates. 

CARL HAMPTON-ONE OF THE LAST 
OF A SPECIAL BREED 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, in last 
Sunday's edition of the Denver Post's 
Empire magazine, there appeared an 
article about Carl Hampton, a sheep 
ran.cher in the Big Horn Basin of Wy
ommg. 

Carl Hampton is nearly the last of a 
special breed in our State. A man who 
started with virtually nothing b~t his 
own ingenuity, and appreciation for the 
Ian~ he knew so well in our State, and 
an mtense dedication to building some
thing tangible to enhance values we 
cherish so much in Wyoming. 

He is 69; has had two pacemakers for 
his heart, but yet he cortinues going 
strong. He is being pressured by devel
opers who want to cut up his 75,000-acre 
spread, but he resists the temptation to 
"cash in on the deal" so that he might 
continue to enjoy the independence and 
the fruits of the land he has grown to 
love so much. 

Carl Hampton is a unique individual 
His story gives anyone reading it a paus~ 
for reflection. It gives one a greater ap
preciation for individuals of Carl Hamp
ton's stature and character. But most of 
all, . a ~ertain sadness comes with the 
realizatiOn that Carl Hampton is one of 
the last of a special breed of men who 
built our State from scratch and gave 
future generations much to be proud. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 
[From the Empire magazine, Sept. 8, 1974] 

BIG MAN IN THE BIG HORN BASIN 
(By Olga Curtis) 

Real Estate developers keep offering to buy 
parts of Carl Hampton's 75,000-acre spread 
in Wyoming's Big Horn Basin to cut up into 
"ranchettes" for city dudes. 

Hampton refuses to sell, even though he 
would be a m11lionaire if he did. 

"I don't give a damn what happens after 
I'm gone," he growls, "but I won't sell as 
long as I live." 

That declaration might gladden some real 
estate men, because Hampton is 69 and on 
his second heart pacemaker. But he is also 
a sheepman-one of the last representatives 
of a tough frontier breed-who stands 6 feet 
5% inches, weighs 225 pounds, and st111 rides 
a horse. It may be a long time before bull
dozers destroy the lush green valleys and 
spectacular red buttes controlled by the 
Hampton Sheep Company. 

Hampton loves this land, even the arid, 
rocky, perpendicular areas. That is one rea
son he has spent most of his life amassing 
acreage. Another, he says with a grin, is that 
he got tired of tra111ng his flocks miles out 
of the way because some cattlemen wouldn't 
let "damn grass-eating caterp1llars" cross 
their land. 

Hampton was born in Randolph, Iowa, in 
1905, the oldest son in a family of 12 chil
dren. The clan migrated to the Big Horn 
Basin in 1911 after his father inherited a 
half interest in a saloon in Worland and a 
160-acre homestead nearby. 

Hampton's father, Cyrus (who later be
came a Wyoming state senator), soon sold 
the saloon and turned to farming. Young 
Carl, who topped 6 feet even as a teen-ager, 
dropped out of the eighth grade to help. 

He tried both sheepherding and cow
punching, and it was a. cold, rainy cattle 
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drive that turned him into a confirmed 
sheepman. 

"There I was wet and miserable, trailing 
cows through the badlands, when I passed 
an old sheepherder sitting in his wagon, 
warm and snug by his stove. Right then I 
said the hell with cows," he recalls. 

As a 15-year-old herder, his salary was $50 
a month. He used $48 of his first wages to 
buy 12 old ewes, which he kept on his fa
ther 's farm. He gave their wool to his dad 
for rent, but kept their lambs. By the age 
of 20, he shipped about 400 sheep to Omaha, 
sold them for $3,600 and invested all of it 
in 1,800 young ewes. 

When the Depression hit, Hampton was 
less broke than most. He had acquired his 
own homestead, a large flock and a very good 
friend named Charles Wells. 

Wells was one of the first settlers and 
best known pioneers in the Big Horn Basin; 
he homesteaded on Box Elder Creek in 1883. 

A lifelong bachelor, Wells was a successful 
sheep rancher in his 70s when he and young 
Hampton met; "I guess I was like a son to 
him," Hampton says. 

In 1933 Wells allowed Hampton to buy a 
third interest in the herds of the Wells Sheep 
co. for $3,000. Sheep were worth only $3 a 
head then, and Hampton had to sell his own 
flock to become Wells' partner. 

Wells and Hampton were congenial part
ners in spite of an age difference of half a 
century. Hampton, young and strong, did 
the herding, sometimes weathering 50-below
zero winters in a sheep wagon. But, he says: 
"It went good, even though we had to sell 
lamb at 4 cents a pound. We made money." 

In 1941 Wells showed his appreciation by 
selllng Hampton everything he had: 2,400 
sheep, 2,000 acres of deeded land and 2,500 
acres of leased land. The price was $42,000 
and the terms astonishingly low: Hampton 
was given 40 years to pay, at 2 per cent in
terest. 

"Charley loved his place," Hampton ex
plains. "He wanted to be sure the outfit he 
had built up would be kept together, and 
he trusted me." 

Wells knew his trust was justified before he 
died in 1944, aged 89. Almost at once, 
Hampton began to expand the holdings. 

Over and over, he borrowed on his land to 
buy more land. At one point, he owed half a 
million doll~ns in mortgages, but he kept 
buying until he achieved his present hold
ings. Hampton owns 12,000 deeded acres, 
plus the lease rights to 10,000 state acres and 
53 ,000 acres of federal land. 

Why so much land for one man? 
"I wanted to be independent," Hampton 

says. "I wanted my sheep on my land, 
I never had to ask permission to trail across 
anybody else's property." 

Also, he was founding a dynasty, although 
he prefers to phrase it this way: 

"I've sure got a lot of relatives, so many 
it's confusing." 

Hampton, who has been married twice, 
has 4 children, 14 grandchildren and 2 great
grandchildren, plus 4 living sisters, 16 nieces 
and nephews and 21 grand-nieces and grand
nephews. 

Few of the kinfolk mention Hampton's 
first marriage, although it is an open secret 
in the Basin that Hampton has a deep hole 
in his left shoulder, where the first Mrs. 
Hampton shot him. 

But Hampton tells the story with a sort of 
pride. He says: 

"It beats understanding, but I've had two 
women crazy jealous about me. And I never 
was much to look at. When I was young I 
was skinny and had buck teeth like a horse." 

His first wife, Wanda Hardwick, was a 
carnival performer who could shoot a ciga
rette out of a man's mouth with a .22 rifle, 
and split cards in half with one bullet. 

They were married in 1929, and divorced 
in 1944, the year she shot him. 

"She had cancer and was crazy with pain, 
I guess," Hampton says. "We got into an 
argument, she hit me with an iron kettle, 
I hit her, and she used the shotgun on me." 

Hampton went to the hospital and Mrs. 
Hampton to jail, but not for long. He put up 
her bail and withdrew charges. She died a 
few years later. 

In 1946 Hampton married Louise Ralston, 
a medical technician from Worland, who 
jokes that she "sampled his blood and like lt 
so well I've been bleeding him ever since." 

"She's extravagant," Hampton says of his 
gray-haired, blue-eyed wife. "She costs me a 
lot of money ... but she's worth it." 

Mrs. Hampton has certainly upgraded her 
husband's style of living, from sheep wagon 
to two luxurious homes. Winters, the Ramp
tons live in a six-bedroom house on their 
320-acre farm northeast of Worland. Sum
mers, they are in a spacious and modern 
A-frame on the edge of Nowood Creek, about 
32 miles south of Ten Sleep. (Both houses 
have ultra-high ceilings and doorways to 
accommodate Hampton's huge frame; in hat 
and boots he towers 7 feet.) 

On the other side of Nowood Creek is the 
big white house where Hampton's only son, 
Sam, 39, lives with his wife and four chil
dren. 

The buUd·ings are in a green meadow shad
owed by Mahogany Butte, a split cliff forma
tion which marks the headquarters of the 
Hampton Sheep Co. operation. The Corpora
tion is a family affair: Hampton is president, 
Sam is vice president and Louise secretary
treasurer. 

Hampton claims he has practically re
tired," but his wife sighs: "He's still going 
full blast," in spite of two heart attacks and 
two pacemakers. 

He had his first attack in 1950, while work
ing on the range. Hampton pulled himself 
into a pickup truck and drove to Worland 
before collapsing. 

He suffered the second attack in 1970, 
while trying to dig a neighbor's car out of a 
snowbank. He was hospitalized in Casper 
and given a pacemaker-surgically-implanted 
device, about the size of a cigarette pack, 
which controls his heartbeat by electrical 
impulse. 

Two years later, on Election Day 1972, the 
pacemaker became erratic. Hampton went to 
his poll1ng place in Worland, voted his usual 
straight Republican ticket, and then drove 
to the hospital in Casper, where doctors put 
a new pacemaker under the skin of his chest. 

Hampton usually gets up before dawn, 
drives his pickup to Box Elder Creek and 
shares breakfast biscuits with his herder, 
Arturo Medina of Denver. That provides 
Hampton with an excuse to check on his 
flocks, cuss out coyotes, examine the grass 
and note any strangers on his land: (Hamp
ton allows hunters and fishermen on his 
property, providing they are polite enough 
to ask his permission first .) Hampton also 
does the docking, with the aid of squads of 
teen-aged relatives, and supervises the lamb
ing and the shearing. At least once a week, 
he drives more than 300 miles to Casper and 
back to attend meetings of the Wyoming 
Production Credit Association. The Wyoming 
PCA, which provides credit for ranchers 
throughout the state, has assets of $70 mil
lion, and Hampton is one of its seven di
rectors. 

But the way he tells it , he is practically 
a-sitting and a-rocking. 

"I'm running only 3,700 sheep right now," 
he says. 

He sold more than 10,000 sheep after his 
1970 heart attack. His wife says his retire
ment plans came to a halt when he got 
down to his best ewes, and was offered half 
a dollar less per head than he thought they 
were worth. Hampton indignantly refused to 
sell, bought more sheep, and was back in 
business. "Ten years from now there may not 
be a sheepman left in the Basin," he says. 

"Not a one of the ranchers' sons wants to be 
a sheepman, not even my son. Sam would 
rather run cows. 

"Part of it is because no young man today 
could do what I did. I started in the home
stead days, when there was no income tax 
and you could run a few head on free land, 
and get full-time help for $40 or $50 a 
month. 

"Now, even if you can stand the high over
head and the taxes, and find a herder to 
stay a season, you have to mess with regula
tions from people who never made a water
hole or chopped their way through ice-the 
bureaucrats and the environmentalists who 
want to tell a man how to use his own 
land." 

If Hampton ever does retire, or sell off 
some of his land for development, it will be 
because his wife thinks he should. 

He says with a grin, fingering a scar on his 
left cheek: 

"I've been able to fight snow and drought 
and debts, and any man who ever called me a 
goddam sheepman. But women? Well, I got 
this scar because some loudmouth cussed 
out sheepmen at a dance. I beat the hell out 
of him, but his wife got me with a highball 
glass." 

DEALING WITH INFLATION 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, in 

the current issue of Fortune magazine 
there is an article that outlines an in~ 
credibly simple, potentially quite effec
tive means for dealing with the inflation 
that threatens our economic and social 
structure. 

Dr. Allan H. Meltzer discusses his pro
posal in an interview with Fortune's 
editors. I ask unanimous consent that 
the full text of the article be printed at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

Of utmost importance is Dr. Meltzer's 
clooing comment. He stresses the need 
for continuity in whatever program we 
develop. He points out, accurately I be
lieve, that one of the major difficulties 
we have had in dealing with our eco
nomic problems to date is the inconsist
ency of our policy. He scores this on
again, off -again approach to economic 
policy in no uncertain terms: 

If I were running this policy, I would 
announce in advance what I intended to do. 
I would go a bit faster if things work out 
slightly better than I had hoped, and a little 
bit slower if things work out worse. But I 
would hold the direction . 

Constancy of direction is the really essen
tial thing. The great danger is that one goal 
will be paramount for six months and the 
other goal for the following six months, so 
that we wobble between those two objectives 
[inflation control and full employment)
as we have in the past-and never solve the 
inflation problem. 

I highly recommend that each of us 
take just a few moments to read Dr. 
Meltzer's remarks. They will be reward
ing moments indeed. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A PLAN FOR SUBDUING INFLATION 

(The difficulties of settling on a national 
policy for coping with inflation are com
pounded by a prolonged Battle of the Books 
among economists. Those who think of 
themselves as fiscalists (or Keynesians or 
New Economists) often underestimate the 
importance of changes in the rate of money
supply growth. And those who think of them
selves as monetarists often overestimate the 
possibUities of using changes in the rate of 
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money-supply growth as an instrument for 
controlling inflation. Actually, monetary 
tightness pushes interest rates and unem
ployment up before it has any discernible 
effect on inflation. 

(In this dialogue, economist Allan H. Melt
zer presents a specific plan for using a com
bination of monetary and fiscal restraint to 
subdue inflation. Meltzer is Maurice Falk 
Professor of Economics and Social Science at 
Carnegie-Mellon University in Pittsburgh. 
While unmistakably a monetarist, he recog
nizes that the federal budget (fiscal policy) 
heavily influences the decisions of the Fed 
(monetary policy). 

(The dialogue is a shortened version of a 
conversation between Professor Meltzer and 
two members of the FoRTUNE editorial staff. 
Meltzer's words are printed in regular type, 
and those of the FORTUNE staffers in italic.) 

Let's start out with a question that some 
might flnd a bit shocking--a devil's advocate 
question. Why try to end inflation? Ending 
inflation entails some costs--a promise to 
end inflation without costs is not credible. 
Why incur those costs? Why not try to learn 
to live with inflation? 

Well, it's certainly true that we can't stay 
where we are. Either we have to adjust to 
living with lnfis,tion or we have to get rid of 
inflation. The question is, which costs less. 
Is it less costly to move from where we are 
to a world in which there wm be permanent 
inflation, or 1s it less costly to move back to 
a world in which there is no inflation? 

I believe it is less costly to move back to 
the world of no inflation, if we choose a low
cost route. It is worth something-it is worth 
a lot-to avoid having to adjust to a world 
in which prices keep changing all the time 
and fixed values no longer have any mean
ing. Full adjustment to inflation means 
changing all bond contracts, all interest con
tracts, all labor contracts. Every interest rate, 
price, and wage in the society has to keep 
changing. That would be very hard for the 
public to get accustomed to. In countries 
that have partially made adjustments to in
flation, people still find difficulty in thinking 
about prices and wages that always rise, and 
even in making simple shopping compari
sons. 

But adjustment to inflation, through some 
such method as indexation, would reduce the 
inequities that are now associated with in
flation? Isn't that so? 

Yes, that is so. It's important to distin
guish between anticipated and unanticipated 
inflation. Unanticipated inflation has much 
greater costs, much greater social conse
quences. All economists agree that unan
ticipated inflation is costly. The cost$ of un
anticipated inflation come when, as now, peo
ple try to protect themselves from an infla
tion they did not anticipate. Anticipated in
flation-if everybody anticipates it correct
ly-has much smaller costs, much smaller 
social consequences. But people slide over the 
heart of the problem when they say that fully 
anticipated inflation involves only small 
costs. When we talk about fully anticipated 
inflation we are biting off a really big piece 
of bread. 

To begin with, we know we can't make 
the adjustments completely. There's no way 
in which we can escalate every contract and 
adjust every asset and liab111ty perfectly. 
Moreover, the costs of adjusting to inflation 
are very large. Permanent inflation means 
giving up a notion that we have lived with 
for several centuries: the notion that at:
counting values mean something. Learning 
to live with inflation means learning to live 
in a world in which the prices · of all goods 
and services and all assets rise together, year 
after year. 

Everyone would have to learn to think in a 
new way about capital investment and pen
sion plans, for example. With 7 percent infla
tion, we would have prices doubling every ten 
years or so. Think what that would mean. 
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Thirty years from now, prices would be some
thing like eight times as high as now. And 
with 10 percent inflation, prices double in 
about seven years. Adjustment to that kind 
of change requires new ways of thinking 
about the present and the future. I believe 
it would take decades before people could 
fully adjust. 

And what will we have when we get there? 
It's important to focus on that question. 
After decades of adjustment, assuming full 
adjustment, we would get to a system that 
at best is no better than a system of price 
stability. I believe it's much easier to get 
back to price stability. 

A related point about learning to live 
with inflation. Even if we could achieve 
full adjustment so that there were no 
economic inequities at all resulting from 
inflation, there would still be psychological 
costs. Living with constant change in the 
economic arrangements of life would con
tribute to a sense of instability in other 
matters--contribute to the general sense of 
disorder that is one of the pervasive social 
problems of our times. 

So it seems undeniable that price sta
bility would be preferable to fully antic
ipated inflation if we could achieve price 
stability at moderate cost. But we run into 
the old trade-off problem. And effort to get 
back to price stability seems to involve un
employment costs that many people con
sider too high. 

There are costs both ways. I would be mis
leading you and everyone else if I said there 
were no costs. But the costs of getting back 
to price stability depend very much upon 
what we do to get there. People who talk 
about the very large costs of returning to 
price stability generally talk about return
ing quickly. If we tried to end inflation 
quickly, we would have a major recession 
that would throw lots of people out of work 
and even so we would fail to get back to price 
stabtlity, because we would refuse to pay the 
cost in unemployment and lost production. 

Within the range of knowledge we now 
have, it's not possible to get to price stab111ty 
quickly and at low cost. But if we take a 
longer view, it may be possible to return to 
price stability at a tolerable cost. 

And you have a plan tor doing that-tor 
returning to price stability and doing so at 
a tolerable cost. What are the basic ingredi
ents of your plan? 

My proposal has three interrelated 
elements. First, we should reduce the growth 
rate of the money supply-gradually, over a 
span of years. Notice, I do not say reduce the 
money supply, but rather reduce the growth 
rate of the money supply. Second, we should 
move from deficit to surplus in the federal 
budget. The surplus should be used to retire 
debt. Third, we should keep the system of 
floating exchange rates. A main reason for 
this third element is to make sure that the 
effects of the other two elements on inflation 
are fully felt here at home, instead of be
ing partly offset by the policies of other 
countries. 

Those are the three parts of the program. 
How do I know that this 1s going to work? 
The honest answer is we can never be cer
tain about the future. We do know that no 
inflation has been ended without reduction 
in the growth rate of money, and I don't 
believe we will keep the growth rate of money 
down if we continue to run deficits. 

We cannot be certain about the timing 
of the response, so we want to have some 
flexibility. If we want to bring the infla
tion rate down with as little cost as pos
sible, we have to keep both unemploy
ment and inflation in mind throughout, 
not swing from overriding concern about 
one to overriding concern about the other. 

Let's talk a little about that third ele
ment in your plans. It's somewhat differ
ent in kind from the other two. Basically, 
its purpose appears to be to provide a sort 

oJ insulation, so that you can proceed with 
your domestic inflation-stopping policies 
without disrupting external economic rela
tions in an interdependent world. 

Right, and other countries can do the 
same. Anti-inflation policies in Germany or 
Switzerland would not have succeeded this 
year if those countries had maintained a 
fixed exchange rate with the dollar, as they 
used to do. 

How could your plan possibly be applied 
in the present economic circumstances in 
the U.S.? We are in a period of practically no 
real growth, with unemployment that many 
people consider much too high. Some econo
mists argue that we need faster growth in 
the money supply to stimulate the economy. 
So how do you go about cutting back on the 
growth rate of the money supply? 

In a word, gradually. 
It's important to note that gradualism is 

not an incidental aspect of my proposal. It 
is central. During the postwar period, and 
particularly during the last ten years, we 
have accumulated a lot of evidence showing 
that change in the growth rate of money 1s 
the single most important weapon the gov
ernment can use to control inflation. In 
general, efforts to control inflation failed 
because the authorities slammed down too 
hard on · the money-supply growth rate and 
sent unemployment and interest rates mov
ing up. Then, after overreacting against in
flation, they proceeded to overreact against 
high interest rates and unemployment. 

The reason people are pessimistic about 
the possibilities of halting inflation is that 
they think back to the experiences of the 
past ten years or so, and they recognize that 
efforts to halt inflation ended not with a 
lower but with a higher rate of inflation. 
That is not inevitable. It happened because 
we failed to keep both problems in mind. 

When you talk about halting inflation 
gradually, what kind of time period are you 
thinking of? 

We should be very happy indeed if we can 
get back to price stability in three years. I 
would want to take a three- to five-year 
horizon. Why three to five years? One rea
son is that we have some information about 
how long it has taken in the past. We've 
never experienced peacetime infia tion as 
widespread, as large, and as pervasive as the 
current inflation. Still, the past may provide 
some useful guidance. It took roughly three 
years to get rid of the Eisenhower inflation. 
It took about two to three years to get rid 
of the early postwar inflation. So we have 
some general guides that make three to fl. ve 
years seem to be a reasonable time frame. 

You speak of a gradual reduction in the 
rate of money-supply growth. Reduction to
ward what? How far do you propose to go? 

For price stability, the optimum rate of 
money-supply growth would be a rate ap
proximately equal to the basic growth rate 
of the economy, and that's in the neighbor
hood of 3 to 4 percent. That would change, 
of course, depending for one thing on how 
fast the labor force grows-but around 3 to 
4 percent is consistent with past experience. 
Some flexibility is desirable, and in practice 
the Fed should keep the money-supply 
growth rate between 2 and 6 percent. Then 
we would avoid the excesses of the Thirties 
on the deflationary side and the excesses 
of the Sixties on the inflationary side. Prices 
would fluctuate within a narrow range. 

The rate of money-supply growth is now 
around 6¥2 percent, and you want to reduce 
that to, say, 4 percent. Over what span of 
time? 

I want to allow two to three years to bring 
down the growth rate of money. It will take 
a year or two beyond that for the full effects 
on prices to be realized. 

While we're pinning down these figures, 
let's pin down what you mean by price 
stability. You've indicated that you certainly 
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do not mean stability in anything like an 
absolute sense. 

Right. As a practical matter, lY:z percent 
a year in the consumer price index might 
be considered price stab111ty. In the early 
Sixties we had an increase approaching 1 Y2 
percent a year in the C.P.I. with roughly con~ 
stant wholesale prices, so that's probably a 
sensible goal. During that period, wages rose, 
but so did productivity, and unit labor costs 
remained roughly constant. We were in a 
period of relatively stable prices with falling 
unemployment. The money stock grew at 
about 3 or 4 percent. 

Measured against the kind of inflation 
we've experienced in the last several years, 
getting back to that kind of stability even 
over a span of three to five years seems a bold 
and ambitious goal. Do you feel pretty sure 
that your proposal could get us there? 

There's no reason to doubt that holding 
the growth rate of the money supply to the 
growth rate of the economy-3 to 4 percent-
would hold the rise in the consumer price 
index to less than 2 percent on average. 
But that is not my entire program for 
stopping inflatron. My proposal is a pack
age, not just a single element. Along with 
slowing the growth of money, I want to move 
from a deficit to a surplus in the federal 
budget. Without that, reducing the rate of 
money-supply growth would tend to 
bring increased unemployment and higher 
interest rates before we made much progress 
in slowing inflation. 

Why would it help matters so much to go 
from deficit to surplus in the federal budget? 

In reducing government spending, we 
shift resources from the government sector 
to the private economy-which mee.ns, 
generally, from lower-productivity uses to 
higher~productivity uses. We shift the use 
of resources in a desirable direction-that is, 
toward expanding output. 

Using the budget surplus to retire debt, 
moreover, lowers interest rates. And that 
helps to expand economic activity and em
ployment in housing and other industries 
where small changes in interest rates have 
large effects. And, by keeping interest rates 
from rising, we keep the federal govern~ent 
and particularly the Federal Reserve from 
undoing the anti~inflation program by 
increasing the growth rate of money in 
order to hold down interest rates. 

Isn't it reasonable to say that some of the 
misadventures of governments in trying to 
subdue inflation have resulted from rely~ 
ing too mttch on fiscal or monetary restraint, 
rather than using both in the same direc
tion? That is, jailing to exert suffiCient 
monetary restraint and therefore needing 
an excess of fiscal restraint, or, more com~ 
monly in recent years, being quite incon~ 
tinent in fiscal matters and relying on 
monetary policy to do the job, with the result 
that the Fed has to lean too hard? 

In the past ten years or so the govern
ment has financed social-expenditure pro~ 
grams by running budget deficits. The 
financing raised interest rates. To hold down 
interest rates, the Federal Reserve increased 
the growth rate of money. Inflation in~ 
creased. Every now and then the Federal 
Reserve shifted to concern about inflation, 
but only for a time. They overresponded in 
one direction, then in the other. 

You speak of holding down interest rates 
by using the budget · surplus to retire debt. 
What does it mean to retire debt, in this 
particular context? What is the mechanism? 

Basically, what it means is that as Treas
ury issues run off, they're not fully replaced. 
Government securities are continually ma
turing, and the Treasury has to roll over 
something like 100 billion dollars every year 
to stay in the same place. If there is a ten
b1llion budget surplus, they issue, say, 90 
billion in securities instead of 100 b1111on, 
and some holders just get paid off with 
cashable government checks. 

Let's see-the government takes in ten 
billion mO!Te than it spends, and it uses that 
extra ten billion to pay off bondholders. In 
other words, there is a transfer of ten bil
lion from taxpayers to owners of bonds. 
What are the economic effects Otj this trans
fer? 

Interest rates are lower. Output will be 
lower, too. As a result, the actual surplus will 
be smaller than 'the planned surplus. But 
that's a detail. 

Why will output be lower? 
It will be lower because government ex~ 

penditures have some positive effect on out
put in the short run. My estimate is that 
with about 5 percent change in government 
expenditure we get 1 to 2 percent change in 
real output. There is a grain of truth to the 
Keynesian story which says that if the gov
ermnent spends more and runs a deficit, out
put increases for a time. I don't want to deny 
that grain of truth. If we cut federal spend
ing, that's going to have some contractive 
effect. I would like to add, because I think 
it's important, that if we have a budget sur
plus and we run into trouble, we do not go 
back to a highly stimulative policy of ex
panding the money supply-back to infla
tion, in other words. We cut taxes and main
tain the growth rate of money. 

How big a budget surplus are yoru think
ing of in your proposal? And over what 
period of time do you propose to swing from 
deficit to surplus? 

I would like to replace the present deficit 
of about five to eight billion with a surplus 
of between eight and ten billion. In other 
words, I propose a reduction of about 15 
billion in the federal budget. And I would 
like to see that happen as soon as possible. 
I do not advocate gradualism here. 

What you're proposing would be very dif
ficult in political terms. That doesn't mean 
it's wrong, of course, but the political dif~ 
ficulty is a consideration you can't just set 
aside. 

It's true that every item in the budget 
has defenders. But it's hard to see why it 
isn't possible to cut federal spending by 5 
percent. We have a 300-billion~dollar budget 
now. Not long ago Lyndon Johnson was talk~ 
ing about hoping to hold the line at 100 bil~ 
lion. Even with inflation, that's quite an in
crease. The defenders have to explatn why an 
extra 15 billion a year in federal spending-
300 billion instead of, say, 285 billion-is 
more important than reducing infiatton. I 
don't think the public believes that, and I 
certainly don't believe it. 

What are some particular areas of the 
federal budget where you think it's possible 
to make sizable cuts? 

Well, let's go over the parts of the budget 
that have grown most rapidly. One of them, 
of course, has been aid to state and local gov~ 
ernments. Total state expenditures have risen 
very dramatically over the entire postwar 
period, but the federal share of them has 
risen even more dramatically. In 1946-47 
about 8 percent of state and local govern
ment expenditures was being paid by the 
federal government. We're now up to 22 
percent. So federal aid to state and local gov~ 
ernments ts a candidate for cutting. Some 
programs are desirable, but it seems to me 
that we have to ask ourselves, do we need 
them all now, or would lt be better to try to 
phase some of them out and transfer there
sources to more productive uses? 

There's the HUD budget-we're spending 
b1llions of dollars every year to build subsi
dized housing. It isn't at all clear that the 
programs meet the elementary test of a 
cost-benefit analysis, let alone the more 
stringent test of using resources most effi~ 

ciently. So this is a very good place for cut~ 
ting the budget and returning to the market 
system. 

This is far from a complete list. The staffs 
of many regulatory commissions have ex
panded in recent years. I would certainly in-

elude the space program as a candidate for 
cutting, too. There are many places to cut. 
All of them have their proponents, of course. 
But let's ask the right question, namely, is 
maintaining expenditures at the present level 
more valuable to the citizenry than trying to 
reduce the rate of inflatton by, say, five per
centage points in the next three to five years? 
It seems to me that, for the public as a whole. 
there is no comparison. So I don't see that 
there's really a major issue here. 

What do you reply to those who say
and some economists certainly would say 
-that if you tried to cut federal spend
ing by 15 billion over the next year or 
so, especially while holding down or re
ducing the rate of money-supply growth, 
the result would be a drastic increase in 
unemployment? 

They believe, and I do not, that the budget 
is the key element guiding the economy. I 
believe the budget is one element affecting 
the economy and the money supply. My 
own guess, as I indicated earlier, is that the 
effect on output would be no greater than 
1 to 2 percent. That means we may have 
a mild recession. We can keep the recession 
mild by maintaining the growth rate of 
the money supply close to its current range, 
and only gradually lowering the rate. That 
way, we help to absorb resources released 
by the cut in government spending. Experi~ 
ence tends to support the view that large 
changes in the budget have small effects 
on real income. 

But even a small contraction in outpttt 
can bring some increase in unemployment. 
And in the society we live in, even a small 
increase in the unemployment rate is con
sidered to be very important. There does 
seem to have been some weakening recently 
in devotion to the concept of full employ
ment, but its hold on public opinion and on 
policy is still very strong. 

That's true, but let's consider what an 
increase in the unemployment rate means. 
Suppose the rate increases from 5 percent 
to 6 percent. That means an average worker 
spends twelve to fifteen weeks finding a job 
instead of nine to twelve weeks. That's a 
big change, that's a big loss of real income. 
But is that too high a price to pay to reduce 
the rate of inflation? I don't think so. An
other question is whether a period of in
creased unemployment imposes a higher cost 
than the cost of trying to insure ourselves 
against inflation by escalating all contracts. 
Again, it seems to me that the answer is no. 

Still, with 6 percent unemployment there 
would be a lot of pressure on government 
to move back to inflationary policies. A.nd 
some economists would maintain that with 
your proposal unemployment might go 
above 6 percent. 

Try 7 percent. What would a 7 percent 
unemployment rate mean? It would mean 
fourteen to sixteen weeks between jobs. And 
that's what happened in 1961. One maln 
reason the unemployment rate rises is that it 
takes workers longer to find jobs. Of course, 
the difference between ten weeks and fifteen 
weeks means a lot to the man who is un
employed. I don't want to deny the cost. But 
I also don't want to set it up as an absolute, 
to say that everything has to adjust to this 
cost. There are costs of adjusting to per
manent inflation to set on the other side of 
the ledger. 

It's important to keep in mind, though, 
that we are not dealing with a· simple, linear 
relationship between the costs of unemployor 
ment and the average length of time between 
an average of ten weeks and an average of 
fifteen tramslates into much more than five 
weeks for some of the unemployed. Also, the 
effects of being out of work accumulate over 
time. People run out oj' savings. They be~ 
come discouraged. Some give up. There may 
be lasting psychological damage to unem
ployed people and to th&lr families. 

Well, you also have to consider the gains 

-, 
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that may be offsetting the losses. But I'm 
wUling to concede the truth of what you say. 
It is a. strong argument for gradualism, for 
being careful, for being willing to slow down 
the rate at which you attempt to end the 
inflatien, for keeping a focus on two goals 
rather tha.n just one. I do want to keep both 
goals in mind. I want to bring the inflation 
rate anct the unemployment rate down. But 
I believe that you can't do both at the same 
tlme, so I want to put together a package. 

·Let's try a. package, keeping in mind that 
there are costs and benefits on both sides. 

My proposal takes into account that very 
small changes in the money supply can have 
potentially large effects. Therefore, we want 
to make sure that the changes in the growth 
rate of the money supply are relatively small. 
But they must be consistent in direction. If 
I were running this policy, I would announce 
in advance what I intend to do. I would go 
a little bit faster if things work out slightly 
better than I had hoped, and a little bit 
slower if things work out worse. But I would 
hold the direction. 

Constancy of direction is the really es
sential thing. The great danger is that one 
goal wlll be paramount for six months and 
the other goal for the following six months, 
so that we wobble between those two ob
jectives-as we have in the past-and never 
solve the inflation problem. 

REHABILITATION ACT AMEND
MENTS OF 1974 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleagues in 
bringing to the Senate floor the Rehabil
itation Act Amendments of 1974 <S. 
3108). Briefly, these amendments pro
vide for the transfer of the Rehabilita
tion Services Administration from the 
Social and Rehabilitation Services Ad
ministration to the Office of the Secre
tary; extension of authorizations under 
the Rehabilitation Act for 2 years, ex
cept that the authorization of the basic 
State grant program is extended for 1 
year; and includes certain clarifying and 
technical changes. S. 3108 also includes 
the Randolph-Sheppard Act Amend
ments of 1974, and incorporates my leg
islation to call a White House Confer
ence on Handicapped Individuals. 

This legislation continues the increas
ing concern on the part of the Congress 
to assure that the Rehabilitation Act and 
services delivered thereunder are 
strengthened and extended to all indi
viduals with handicaps who can benefit 
from such services. The Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 as enacted on September 26, 
1973, culminated close to 2 years of work 
on the part of the Congress and repre
sented a major revision of this legisla
tion. Major provisions of this legislation 
included a priority in services to individ
uals with the most severe handicaps, 
major procedural protections to assure 
services to all individuals who could ben
efit from them, strengthening of the im
portant programs for research and 
training, and major new provisions to 
prohibit discrimination against handi
capped individuals, the creation of an 
Architectural and Transportation Bar
riers Compliance Board, and the crea
tion of an Office for the Handicapped. 

S. 3108 provides for extension of all 
authorizations for the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 for 2 years, with one exception. 
These authorizations have been increased 
minimally to keep up with inflation and 
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needed growth in the program. The one 
exception is the basic State grant pro
gram for vocational rehabilitation serv
ices which has been extended for only 
1 year, reflecting the agreement of the 
committee that the formula for this pro
gram must be reviewed separate from 
the act and following the submission of 
the formula study authorized in 1973. Al
though authority for this act does not 
expire until June 30, 1975, the commit
tee has taken action to extend authori
zations at this time in order to provide 
the States continuity and to assist plan
ning. 

The legislation further transfers the 
Rehabilitation Services Administration 
to the Office of the Secretary. Following 
a careful review of the history of this 
program as housed in the Social and Re
habilitation Services Administration, the 
committee has concluded that the asso
ciation of this program with welfare pro
grams is unnecessary, and that the in
tent of Congress in the 1973 act was to 
place increasing emphasis on the impor
tance of rehabilitation services as basic 
human services needed by individuals 
with handicaps. · 

It is our belief that this program will 
strongly benefit from this move, and have 
therefore transferred RSA to the Office of 
the Secretary. Certain conforming 
changes have also been made as a result 
of this transfer. The committee has pro
vided that the functions of the Office for 
the Handicapped-redesignated the Of
fice for Handicapped Individuals-not be 
delegated to any persons not assigned 
to and operating in the immediate office 
of the Secretary or the Under Secretary 
in order to assure that this Office retain 
its agencywide scope. 

Title III of S. 3108 incorporates legis
lation I authored to call a White House 
Conference on Handicapped Individuals, 
and is virtually identical to measures for 
this purpose which passed the Senate 
twice previously, with a notable revision. 
This revision is a strengthening of the 
role of the National Planning and Advi
sory Council to provide joint responsibili
ties, in all activities leading up to and 
following the conference, with the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
and to assure maximum participation by 
individuals with handicaps in all such 
activities. 

The title also calls for the convening 
of at least one conference within each 
State previous to the White House Con
ference. These changes have been made 
to assure that the National Conference 
is as representative as possible, and to 
recognize the increasingly important role 
that must be played by individuals with 
disabilities in forging policies which 
affect their lives. The title authorizes 
such sums as may be necess.ary to carry 
out State conferences and the national 
conference, and authorizes at least 
$25,0000 but no more than $75,000 in as
sistance to the States to run State con
ferences. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I take 
note of a change made in the Rehabili
tation Act of 1973 which had had an im
portant effect on special projects under 
the Rehabilitation Act for individuals 
with developmental disabilities. In re
viewing the special project authority in 

1973-section 304-the committee re
viewed the appropriateness of funding 
special p'rojects for individuals with de
velopmental disabilities who are not 
otherwise eligible under the Rehabilita
tion Act. The committee concluded that 
a special project authority should be 
created under the Developmental Dis
abilities Services and Facilities Con
struction Act. Such legislation contain
ing that authority is pending before the 
full committee and is expected to be re
ported to the Senate floor in the near 
future. 

At the same time, the committee in
tends to provide as smooth a transition 
as possible for current and continuation 
projects funded under the Rehabilita
tion Act for individuals with develop
mental disabilities in light of the fact 
that the major portion of appropriated 
funds are spent on such projects. There 
has been difficulty in the continued op
eration of this authority as a result of 
Public Law 93-112, and because of this 
difficulty clarification of committee in
tent is necessary. 

With respect to section 304, current 
and continuation projects which serve 
individuals with developmental disabili
ties funded under the Vocational Re
habilitation Act or the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 should be continued until 
such new authority under the develop
mental disabilities legislation is author
ized· and individuals with development 
disabilities who are or were receiving 
services under such projects should con
tinue to be eligible for such services, and 
special projects delivering indirect serv
ices to such individuals or which have 
impact on their lives should c~ntinue to 
be funded. 

Furthermore, even after the enact
ment of new special project authority 
under developmental disabilities legisla
tion funding for projects serving indi
vidu'als with developmental disabilities 
should continue consistent with the in
tent of Congress that no individual is to 
be refused service under the Rehabilita
tion Act unless it is demonstrated beyond 
any reasonable doubt that such individ
ual is not then capable of achieving a 
vocational goal. 

This should not be interpreted then to 
mean that after the enactment of spe
cial project authority under the devel
opmental disabilities legislation that all 
special projects which serve the develop
mentally disabled have to be funded 
under the developmental disabilities 
legislation, or that developmentally dis
abled individuals are no longer to be 
eligible under the basic State grant pro
gram under the Rehabilitation Act. In
dividuals with developmental disabilities 
shall still continue to be eligible as all 
other handicapped individuals are eligi
ble under the Rehabilitation Act, either 
under special projects or the basic State 
grant program. 

s. 3108 also contains as title II, the 
Randolph-Sheppard Act Amendments of 
1974 which passed the Senate in June 
and contain many important amend-
ments to that law. 

Finally, Mr. President, the bill con
tains a number of clarifying changes, 
among which include: 
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First. A change in the definition of 
handicapped individual to clarify the in
tent of the Congress in enacting section 
503 and section 504 of Public Law 93-
112; 

Second. Changes made in the Architec
tural and Transportation Barriers Com
pliance Board authority to provide for 
an enforcement mechanism, adequate 
staff, and an advisory panel, a majority 
of whom shall be handicapped individ
uals; 

Third. Provisions relating to record
keeping on ineligible applicants under 
the basic program to provide for ade
quate accountability which is impera
tive; and 

Fourth. The requirement of affirmative 
action on the part of all agencies and fa
cilities in receipt of assistance under the 
Rehabilitation Act to employ and ad
vance in employment handicapped 
individuals. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION BY THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, on Decem
ber 10, 1973, the Senate agreed to an 
amendment expressing the sense of the 
Congress that the Federal Government 
should immediately take steps to reduce 
the amount of fuel it consumes by one
third. Prior to the introduction of this 
amendment, I had joined with Senators 
BROOKE, BUCKLEY, CASE, STAFFORD, and 
TAFT in a letter to the President urging 
a Federal Government energy conserva
tion program along the lines advocated 
in the amendment. 

When it passed the amendment, the 
Senate fully realized that the measures 
advocated to bring about a one-third re
duction in Government fuel consump
tion called for initiative and sacrifices by 
all executive agencies. On the other hand, 
there existed a strong conviction that 
the Government could not ask the Amer
ican people to make sacrifices unless the 
Government demonstrated positive lead
ership in the conservation of energy. 

In May I called attention to the im
portance of continued leadership by the 
Federal Government in energy conserva
tion to impress upon the Nation that the 
need for conservation was as great as 
ever despite the apparent availability of 
plentiful supplieJ of fuels. At that time I 
noted that the Federal Government had 
reduced its projected consumption of 
energy by 20.8 percent in the first quar
ter of fiscal year 1974-July to Septem
ber 1973-and had increased this per
formance to 26 percent in the second 
quarte~ of the fiscal year for a 6 months' 
average of 23.4 percent. 

While this performance was a tribute 
to the Federal agencies and their em
ployees who had exceeded the President's 
goal of 7 percent by more than 300 per
cent, it was still short of the one-third 
goal called for by the Senate on Decem
ber 10, 1973. I said then that even though 
this was a fine record, more could and 
should be done. 

It is heartening to note that for the 
third quarter of fiscal year 1974, the 
Federal energy reduction program pro
duced savings of 30 percent of anticipated 

energy use, thereby confirming my be
lief that additional savings could be 
made. In more tangible terms, the sav
ings for the period January through 
March 1974 amounted to an equivalent 
of 30 million bar::-els of oil, or $240 million 
in reduced Federal energy costs. The De
partment of Defense, which is by far the 
largest consumer of energy in the Gov
ernment, was again in the forefront with 
savings of 31 percent. 

Conservation continues to be a key to 
our ability to satisfy our energy require
ments, both in the short and long term. 
The leadership being provided in this 
area by Mr. John Sawhill through the 
Federal Energy Administration's Conser
vation and Environment Office is evident 
not only in the performance of the Fed
eral Government, but also in the growing 
adoption of energy conservation pro
grams by the States-three-fourths of 
them have implemented such programs
and by business and industry. 

Because our ability to increase energy 
supplies to meet projected demands is 
not unlimited, we must continue to pro
mote the development of an energy con
servation ethic in all segments of our so
ciety. We must continue to impress upon 
the American people the need to limit 
driving speeds to 55 miles per hour, go 
easy on air-conditioning and heating, 
turn off lights that are wasting energy, 
and use :;mblic transportation and car 
pools whenever possible. 

By example, the Federal Government 
must continue to lead in the conserva
tion of energy. With the proper emphasis 
of renewed dedication to energy conser
vation by all Federal managers and em
ployees, the Senate goal of a full one
third reduction in fuel consumption will 

· become a reality. I look forward to the 
next report of the Federal Energy Ad
ministration on the results of the Fed
eral energy reduction program in the 
fourth quarter of fiscal year 1974. 

WORLD FERTILIZER SHORTAGES 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, recently 

the New York Times published an arti
cle written for the Op-Ed page by James 
P. Grant, President of the Overseas De
velopment Council. 

The article addresses itself to the 
severe problem of world fertilizer short
ages and the disastrous consequences it 
portends for the less-developed nations 
of the globe. Such a development has 
placed the lives of millions of people in 
the less developed nations in jeopardy. 
Massive starvation has been predicted 
by many experts. 

I take note of Jim Grant's article not 
just because I consider him a friend; I 
take note of what Jim Grant is saying 
because of the wisdom and expertise he 
brings to the national dialog on the 
problems of developing nations in the 
world and how the fate of rich nations 
such as the United States are inextrica
bly tied to the fate of the poor. Few can 
match his qualifications or expertise. 

Jim noted that the United States is 
not insulated from the ramifications of 
the fertilizer shortage, just as this Na
tion is not insulated from any political 
or economic development anywhere in 

September 11, 197 4 
the world. While inadequate supplies of 
fertilizer can seriously limit food pro
duction in developing nations, these 
countries, in turn, are forced to rely 
upon food imports from the rich nations 
in order to make up for large shortfalls 
in their own production. As Jim so aptly 
pointed out, this circumstance further 
inflates already high world grain prices 
in the deadly competition for the world's 
food production. While the lives of mil
lions of people hang in the balance, the 
American housewife pays for this ac
celerating demand for food everytime 
she walks into the supermarket. 

As an original sponsor of S. 329-the 
world food resolution-introduced by my 
distinguished friend and colleague, Sen
ator HuMPHREY, I am deeply concerned 
over this problem which is rapidly as
suming disastrous proportions. 

What is particularly agonizing about 
this situation is the fact that, according 
to Jim's article, "Americans are applying 
some 3 million tons of nutrients to lawns, 
gardens, cemeteries and golf courses
more than is used by all the farmers in 
India, and half again as much as the cur
rent shortage in developing countries." 

In S. 329, we call upon the President 
to ask Americans to reduce such orna
mental uses of fertilizer in order to free 
it for crops in nations where food is 
shortest. We are not asking Americans to 
make any sacrifices which would jeop
ardize our own .national well-being, but 
only to enhance it. We are not asking 
that fertilizer needed for our own crop 
production be diverted to developing na
tions. What we are asking is that we 
reevaluate our habits of consumption. 
Whether it be a natural resource such 
as oil, or iron, or coal, we need to re
examine our habits of consuming re
sources just because they are there and 
we, as Americans, have the capability to 
outconsume any nation in the world. 

Fertilizer is a resource vital to food 
production in the world. Since there is 
a direct correlation between availability 
of fertilizer and our food production 
capabilities as a planet, and hence, the 
price all of us pay for our food, it would 
seem only reasonable that the main pri
ority for the use of fertilizer should be 
in the production of food. 

The article is very thought-provoking. 
It addresses itself to the issue of our 
obligation as a nation to those less for
tunate-an humanitarian concern-but 
it also focuses on the penalty we can pay 
if we continue to ignore what goes on 
beyond our national borders. I would 
urge my colleagues to study Jim Grant's 
article and ponder what he has to say. 

I ask unanimous consent the article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WHILE WE FERTILIZE GOLF COURSES 

(By James P. Gant) 
WASHI.NGTON.-Over the 25 years since Pres

ident Truman committed the United States 
to providing technical assistance overseas, 
developing countries have been urged to 
modernize their agriculture by use of more 
chemical fertllizers and the better seeds that 
need them. 

But events of the last year, as a world 
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fertilizer scarcity has emerged, have given 
that advice the appearance of a cruel trick. 
Many developing countries, dependent on 
imports for a sizable share of their fertilizer 
needs, have seen supplies cut off by the in
dustrial countries at a time of acute food 
scarcity, endangering the food supply of 
millions already at the survi~l line. 

With food prices high everywhere, raising 
farmers' demands in the United States and 
other advanced countries for already tight 
fertilizer supplies, major exporting regions 
have reduced fertilizer exports by various 
means. 

For example, the Japanese Government, 
!aced with an energy crunch--energy is a 
principal raw material for fertilizer produc
tion-deliberately reduced production and 
sent missions to break contracts throughout 
Asia. 

Through an agreement between the fertil
izer industry and the Cost of Living Council 
to increase supplies in this country, the 
United States discouraged new export con
tracts during most of the 1974 crop year, 
which ended June 30, and used the threat 
of further price controls to keep supplies at 
home. 

Shipments of fertilizer under the United 
States aid program also virtually dried up. 
The ensuing fertilizer shortage in many de
veloping countries, which is now being felt, 
was the principal reason for the seven-mil
lion-ton shortfall in India's wheat harvest 
this spring. 

The United Nations Food and Agriculture 
Organization recently estimated the ferti
lizer shortfall in the developing countries 
for the crop year beginning this summer to 
be two million tons. This will probably mean 
a loss in grain production of 20 m1llion tons, 
enough to sustain 100 m1llion Asians or 
Africans for a year. 

Diminishing returns from increased appli
cations of fertilizer are complicating the 
problem and spotlighting the irrationality of 
the current pattern of fertilizer distribution. 
Advanced farmers in the industrial coun
tries, who already apply nutrients liberally, 
get only limited production gains from each 
additional pound of fertilizer used-often 
only five pounds or less of extra grain. 

By contrast, most farmers in poor coun
tries are using much less fertilizer and an 
extra pound of nutrient can easily yield 10 
to 12 pounds more of grain. 

The current global distribution pattern, 
then, is keeping the most fertilizer where it 
wtll produce the least amount of extra food. 
World food production this year will )Je mil
lions of tons lower than it could have been 
if available fertilizer had been distributed 
more rationally and equitably among the 
poor countries. 

For every dollar's worth of nutrient the 
poor countries are denied this year, they will 
likely have to import $5 worth of food next 
year. This is a losing proposition that these 
countries-many of which are already at the 
economic breaking-point--can ill-afford. 

Nor does the pattern serve the interests of 
the United States and other grain exporters. 
We are caught in an absurd cycle in which a 
country is refused fertilizer, thus cutting its 
food production and raising its import needs 
(and quite likely famine-relief needs) by 
more food than the amount we produced 
with the withheld fertilizer in the first place, 
thereby further inflating already high world 
grain prices. This will hurt rich and poor 
alike. 

Or is it possible we will deny the poor 
countries, where per-capita grain consump
tion is only one-fifth of ours, the food as 
well? Last year, when the United States 
earned $2 billion more on its food exports 
to developing countries through higher 
prices than it did in the previous year, we 
reduced our food aid to 40 per cent of the 
1972 fiscal year level, and about one-half of 
this reduced amount went to Indochina. 

Meanwhile, a.s the world is caught in a. 
critical shortage of fertilizer for food produc
tion, and as we restrict our exports of fertil
izer and food, Americans are applying some 
three million tons of nutrients to lawns, gar
dens, cemeteries and golf courses-more than 
used by all the farmers in India, and half 
again as much a.s the current shortage in 
developing countries. 

A sense of priority and some active leader
ship is badly needed from the executive 
branch of our Government. It should follow 
the call by numerous Senators and Repre
sentatives early this year for a Presidential 
appeal to the American people to reduce non
essential uses of fertilizer, just as we were 
asked t o turn down our thermostats and slow 
down our cars. 

Such action could free enough fertilizer 
over the coming year to alleviate the more 
severe shortages, which, in any case, will be
set us for most of this decade. The Govern
ment should also restore fertilizer aid ship
ments to sizable levels and encourage private 
business to sell more to the poor countries. 
The time is short and the stakes are high. 

REGULATION OF OBLIGATIONS IS
SUED BY FINANCIAL INSTITUTION 
HOLDING COMPANIES 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, as a cospon

sor of legislation similar to title I of 
S. 3838, I am pleased that title I was 
passed yesterday by the Senate. 

Title I would provide the necessary au
thority for the Federal Reserve Board to 
regulate bank holding company securi
ties that otherwise could pull funds in
ordinately out of home lending institu
tions, through circumvention of Federal 
interest rate ceilings. With housing in a 
depression largely because of record 
mortgage interest rates and net with
drawals from the pricipal mortgage lend
ing institutions, savings and loan associa
tions, at a rate of $1.2 billion last month, 
this legislation is extremely timely. 

The Pioneer Citicorp issue and other 
:floating rate issues which have followed 
are like savings reposits in the sense that 
they have low denominations and can be 
redeemed on frequent dates, at least 
after an initial waiting period which has 
been encouraged by the Federal Reserve 
Board. However, because these notes are 
technically securities rather than de
posits, they are not subject to the same 
interest rate ceilings as savings deposits. 
Savings and loan associations, which 
have traditionally furnished about half 
of all residential mortgage funds, legally 
cannot compete in terms of interest rate 
with this type of issue. 

Thus, the potential for :floating rate 
notes to draw consideTable money out of 
thrift institutions as savers divert funds 
to the new issues is certainly there. In 
view of the present mortgage market 
situation, this would be an extremely 
serious occurrence. The Federal Reserve 
Board should have the power to take 
necessary action. 

I realize that the fioS!ting rate notes 
have not been received as well as antici
pated. To some extent, the delay in the 
first permissible redemption of the notes 
which was encouraged by the Federal 
Reserve Board has undoubtedly been a 
partial cause of this development. In 
view of the uncertainty concerning the 
future impact of floating rate notes, 

some of which may be structured more 
attractively than the first few issues in 
the view of small investors, the provi
sion of discretionary rather than man
datory regulatory authority for the Fed
eral Reserve Board could be a sensible 
compromise if administered sensitively. 
However, the provisions' e:tfectivel)ess 
depends crucially upon the Federal Re
serve Board's willingness to use its new 
power to the extent necessary to prevent 
undue detriment to the mortgage mar
ket. I urge the Federal Reserve Board to 
administer these provisions accordingly. 

It should be clear, however, that title I 
is a stopgap measure. Both the Citicorp 
note problem and Congress considera
tion last year of "wild card" certificates 
illustrate clearly the importance of early 
consideration of the legislation to re
vamp our entire financial institution's 
system, including interest rate regula
tion. The new methods of financing 
which we are limiting would help small 
investors, by paying them more for their 
short-term and medium-term money. 
Floating rate notes also constitute an in
novative method of raising adequate 
capital, an essential task which will be 
extremely difficult in the foreseeable fu
ture. Therefore, Congress must consider 
fully and promptly the question of finan
cial institutions reforms, in search of a 
better way to insure fair treatment of 
consumers, responsiveness to capital 
needs, an equitable basis for competition 
among financial institutions and ade
quate support of the crucial housing 
sector. 

Furthermore, it is essential that Con
gress take positive action to increase the 
supply of mortgage funds and thus ease 
the pressure on interest rates, rather 
than simply defensive actions such as 
title I of this bill. In that connection, 
Congress should give full consideration 
to S. 321, my bill to exempt the first $500 
of savings deposit interest from income 
taxation. This legislation would help 
thrift institutions attract and retain 
funds fo.r mortgage lending, particularly 
by enabling them to compete more ef
fectively against other possible invest
ments on which the return is not arti
ficially limited by Federal interest rate 
ceilings. In addition, the bill would en
courage people to help fight inft.ation by 
saving rather than spending money. It 
would also remedy the present tax in
equity which affords preferential treat
ment to dividend and capital gains in
come, but not to savings income. 

In view of the serious nature of the 
problems which the legislation I have 
mentioned would address, I hope that the 
Congress will turn its attention to this 
legislation as soon as possible. 

JUKEBOX INDUSTRY PROV:LSIONS 
OF S. 1361 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, on 
September 9 the Senate, by a voice vote, 
adopted an amendment to S. 1361, the 
copyright revision bill, to freeze the juke
box copyright royalty rate, and exempt 
the jukebox industry from the provisions 
of the bill providing for periodic review 
of royalty rates by impartial arbitrators. 
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The proponents of the amendment al
leged economic hardship in the jukebox 
industry. In speaking against this 
amendment, I said it gave "no protection 
to the consumer, for a jukebox operator 
can increase the fees charged to the pub
lic. But, for all practical purposes, the 
payment that he makes to the composers 
of the songs played on his machine are 
permanently frozen." 

My office received today the September 
14, 1974, issue of Billboard, which con
tains an article reporting that a major 
jukebox manufacturer is recommending 
that jukebox operators charge the public 
25 cents per play on certain machines. 

Since the copyright legislation will 
come before the Senate again next year, 
I ask unanimous consent that the article 
from Billboard be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
TWENTY-FIVE CENTS PLAY ON 'Q' JUKES? 

NEw YoRK.-8eeburg Corp. unvelled its 
4-channel jukebox system Thursday ( 5) to 
area operators and made a strong pitch for 
them to raise their price to 25 cents per play 
on stereo machines. 

Jack Gordon, merchandising manager of 
Seeburg, keynoted a dinner held at the In
ternational Hotel in Queens to display the 
quad machine. 

In urging that operators adopt the 25 cent 
policy, Gordon said that cost factors in 
equipment and in records were at all time 
highs and that operators would be hurt un
less they raise their per play price on its exist
ing units. The Seeburg quadrasonic units are 
equipped for 25 cent play. 

Gordon also said that the quad / stereo units 
installed last year in some 600-700 locations 
were proving successful, and were now ac
counting for a large percentage of the loca
tion's income. 

Gordon sai~ that Seeburg distributorship 
would now be handled by Albert Simon for 
the New York area. It had previously been 
handled by Atlantic-Seeburg. Some 250 
tradesmen attended. 

REGULATORY OVERKILL, 
REVISITED 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, an edi
torial from the Wall Street Journal of 
September 9 was inadvertently omitted 
from the remarks of Senator EAGLETON 
which followed the introduction of our 
amendment No. 85 on Monday. I ask that 
the editorial "Regulatory Overkill, Re
visited" be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REGULATORY OVERKILL, REVISITED 
A letter from Senator Eagleton, printed 

elsewhere on the page opposite, prompted 
us to a little more investigation of the sea
belt interlock. It turns out that the matter 
is a bit more complicated than we had as
sumed, though in the end the complications 
buttress rather than detract from the point 
we were trying to make. 

We couldn't believe that any driver is driv
ing around with a seatbelt buzzer sounding 
in his ears, and thus couldn't see how any 
improvement in seatbelt usage could result 
from the additional requirement that the 
belt be fastened before the cars would start. 
We st111 think that's a logical view, but it 
turns out that the interlock system also in
corporated changes that made it more dif· 
ficult to defeat than the previous year's buz· 
zer system. 

The interlock is "sequenced," meaning that 
in the car is a little black box allowing it to 
start only after a certain sequence of events: 
the door opening, the seat being occupied, the 
belt being fastened. In other words, the sys
tem cannot be defeated by the simple ex
pedient of keeping the belt permanently fas
tened and sitting on top of it. It must be un
fastened and fastened each time the car 
starts. 

Now of course, this proves nothing about 
the effectiveness of the interlock per se; it 
would be just as easy to sequence a buzzer. 
In any event, though, a friend in the industry 
reports that with the unsequenced buzzer 
only 15% to 20% of drivers use lap and 
shoulder belts. Early on, cars with sequenced 
interlocks showed 60% to 70% usage. Now 
that has dropped to about 30%. 

Obviously drivers are learning how to de
feat the new system as well, presumably 
considering it an insult and annoyance. We 
venture to predict that seat belt usage will 
level out not far from voluntary levels. Our 
friend in the auto industry wants a law with 
fines for drivers not wearing belts, which he 
says works in Australia. At least his ap
proach has the virtue of treating drivers as 
adults. 

Senator Eagleton, who merely wants tb 
make buzzers and interlocks optional equip· 
ment, is quite right about the expense of this 
little exercise. The interlock system costs 
about $50 a car, so in a ten-million car year 
the public is spending half a b1llion dollars 
on devices some 70 % of which will be dis
connected anyway. 

But our original point was about regula
tory overk111, and is worth revisiting. This 
kind of overreaching regulation is not mere
ly expensive, but dangerous to the cause it 
tries to serve. Policies that insult and annoy 
the public had at least better deliver the 
claimed benefits, or they will give even the 
cause of safety a bad name. 

IRAN'S PROPOSAL FOR A NUCLEAR 
FREE ZONE IN THE MIDDLE EAST 
REGION 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I would 
like to bring to the attention of my col
leagues the proposal by the Government 
of Iran for the establishment by the 
United Nations of a nuclear free zone 
in the Middle East. 

The proposal of His Imperial Majesty 
Mohammad Reza Pahlavi Aryamehr, 
Shahanshah of Iran, delivered to His 
Excellency Mr. Kurt Waldheim, the Sec
retary General of the United Nations, 
requests the United Nations General As
sembly at its 29th session to commend the 
proposal to the attention of the states 
in that region, and to "make a recom
mendation to these states to take as soon 
as possible all necessary steps to achieve 
this objective and report back to the 
General Assembly." 

The states to be within the zone were 
not set forth in the Shah's proposal, but 
all the countries in the Middle East must 
participate if the proposal is to be suc
cessful. It seems axiomatic that opposing 
governments of the region must partici
pate for the proposal to be successful. A 
gerrymandered zone with opposing gov
ernments divided, some in and others 
out, would not serve the interest of peace 
within the area. 

Thus far, military engagements in the 
Middle East have been confined to con
ventional warfare. However, various gov
ernments within the Middle East region 

have associations with nuclear powers, 
and are themselves gaining greater access 
to nuclear capability. Unless there is a 
nuclear free zone agreement for the Mid
dle East, there is a danger that opposing 
forces may ultimately be armed with nu
clear weapons. 

In the interest of world peace, the bal
ance of power in the Middle East must 
be maintained, and preserving that bal
ance must remain a vital element of our 
foreign policy. The early encouragement 
of the Shah's proposal before the United 
Nations should be a priority task of the 
U.S. mission to the U.N. 
· I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD following my re
marks a letter to my office from the Ira
nian Embassy and the proposal of the 
Iranian Government to the United Na
tions. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and the proposal were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

IRANIAN EMBASSY, 
Washington, D.C., August 6, 1974. 

Hon. VANCE HARTKE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR HARTKE; As you prob• 
ably know, His Imperial Majesty, the Shah
anshah Aryamehr of Iran, recently reit
erated his proposal that a nuclear free zone 
be established in the Middle East. 

My sovereign's views were reflected in an 
explanatory memorandum dellvered to His 
Excellency Kurt Waldheim, the Secretary
General of the United Nations, by the 
Iranian Government on July 10, 1974. I 
though you would find it of interest. 

With cordial regards. 
Very sincerely yours, 

ARDESHIR ZAHEDI. 

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM 
(Dellvered to H. E. Mr. Kurt Waldheim, the 

Secretary General of the United Nations, 
on July 10, 1974.) 
1. Strengthening of international peace and 

security has always been the focal point of 
Iran's Foreign Policy. In pursuit of this pol
icy, Iran has taken every opportunity to con
tribute to tie bullding of solid structures for 
peace both at regional and global levels. It 
was within this policy framework that as 
early as 1968, His Imperial Majesty the 
Shahanshah of Iran introduced the idea of 
the establishment of a nuclear free zone in 
the region of the Middle Eeast. 

2. Developments since then have imparted 
a particular sense of urgency to this proposal. 
While prospects for implementation of an all
encompassing scheme in the region of the 
Middle East now appears to be more promis
ing, greater access by states to nuclear tech
nology has rendered the danger of nuclear 
weapon proliferation and a concomitant col
lapse of non-proliferation structure, a more 
acute problem. 

3. The above considerations have prompted 
His Imperial Majesty to recently renew his 
proposal on the establishment of a nuclear 
free zone in the region of the Middle East. 

4. The government of Iran has concluded 
that the General Assembly of the United 
Nations is the most appropriate organ in 
which a proposal of this nature could be 
brought up and has therefore requested the 
inclusion of an item in the agenda of the 29th 
Session of the General Assembly on the es• 
tabllshment of a nuclear free zone. 

5. Decision on the precise limit of the de
nuclearized zone should, in the view of the 
Iranian government, be left to the Genera.! 
Assembly. Such delimitation by the Assem
bly is appropriate not only because of the 
ambiguity inherent in the geographical des-
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igna tion of the region but also because the 
security interests of the entire region must 
be taken into consideration. The government 
of Iran therefore believes that the zone 
should encompass as wide an area as possi
ble. 

6. It is the earnest hope of the Iranian 
government that the United Nations General 
Assembly. at its 29th Session would commend 
this proposal to the attention of the states 
of the region and make a recommendation 
to these states to take as soon as possible 
all necessary steps to achieve this objective 
and report back to the General Assembly. 
It is the considered opinion of the Iranian 
government that the implementation of this 
proposal would constitute a major feat in 
the pursuit of security and lasting pe·ace. 

NoTE.-Iran has signed and ratified: 
The Tre111ty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests 

in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Un
der Water. 

The Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nu
clear Weapons. 

The Treaty on the Prohibition of the 
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and other 
Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabed 
and the Ocean Floor and in Subsoil thereof. 

A PLAN FOR SUBDUING INFLATION 
Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, if we are 

to successfully win the economic battle 
and bring inflation under control it is 
essential that Congress support Federal 
Reserve Board Chairman Burns in his 
pursuit of a noninflationary growth tar
get for money and credit. 

The September issue of Fortune maga
zine contains an article by Prof. Allan 
Meltzer setting forth a policy for the 
gradual reduction of inflation and the 
role Congress must plan if the policy is 
successful. 

Professor Meltzer recommends that we 
should gradually reduce the growth rate 
of money supply, we should move from 
deficit to surplus in the Federal budget, 
and we should keep the system of float
ing exchange rates. 

I ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of the article be printed in the 

.RECORD. 
There being no objection, the article 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A PLAN FOR SUBDUING INFLATION 
The difficulties of settling on a national 

policy for coping with inflation are com
pounded by a prolonged Battle of the Books 
among economists. Those who think of them
selves as flscalists (or Keynesians or New 
Economists) often underestimate the im
portance of changes in the rate of money
supply growth. And those who thlnk of them
selves as monetarists often overestimate the 
possibilities of using changes in the rate of 
money-supply growth as an instrument for 
controlling inflation. Actually, monetary 
tightness pushes interest rates and unem
ployment up before it has any discernible 
effect on inflation. 

In this dialogue, economist Allan H. 
Meltzer presents a specific plan for using a 
combination of monetary and fiscal restraint 
to subdue inflation. Meltzer is Maurice Falk 
Professor of Ec_onomics and Social Science 
at Carnegie-Mellon University in Pittsburgh. 
While unmistakably a monetarist, he recog
nizes that the federal budget (fiscal policy) 
heavily influences the decisions of the Fed 
(monetary policy). 

The dialogue is a shortened version of a 
conversation between Professor Meltzer and 
two members of the FORTUNE editorial staff. 

Q-Let's start out with a question that 

some might find a bit shocking-a devil's 
advocate question. Why try to end inflation? 
Ending inflation entails some costs-a prom
ise to end inflation without costs is not cred
ible. Why incur those costs? Why not tiy to 
learn to live with inflation? 

A-Well, it's certainly true that we can't 
stay where we are. Either we have to ad
just to living with inflation or we have to 
get rid of inflation. The question is, which 
costs less. Is it less costly to move from 
where we are to a world in which there will 
be permanent inflation, or is it less costly to 
move back to a world where there is no 
inflation? 

I believe it is less costly to move back 
to the world of no inflation, 1f we choose 
a low-cost route. It is worth something
it is worth a lot--to avoid having to adjust 
to a world in which prices keep changing 
all tne time and fixed values no longer have 
any meaning. Full adjustment to inflation 
means changing all bond contracts, all in
terest contracts, all labor contracts. Every 
interest rate, price, and wage in the society 
has to keep changing. That would be very 
hard for the public to get accustomed to. 
In countries that have partially made ad
justments to inflation, people still find diffi
culty in thinking about prices and wages 
that always rise, and even in making sim
ple shopping comparisons. 

Q-But adjustments to inflation, through 
some such .method as indexation, would 
reduce the inequities that are now asso
ciated with inflation? Isn't that so? 

A-Yes, that is so. It's important to dis
tinguish between anticipated and unantici
pated inflation. Unanticipated inflation has 
much greater costs, much greater social con
sequences. All economists agree that unan
ticipated inflation is costly. The costs of un
anticipated inflation come when, as now, 
people try to protect themselves from an 
inflation they did not anticipate. Anticipated 
inflation-if everybody anticipates it cor
rectly-has much smaller costs, much smaller 
social consequences. But people slide over 
the heart of the problem when they say 
that fully anticipated inflation involves only 
small costs. When we talk about fully antic
ipated inflation we are biting off a really 
big piece of bread. 

To begin with, we know we can't make 
the adjustments completely. There's no 
way in which we can escalate every con
tract and adjust every asset and liab111ty 
perfectly. Moreover, the costs of adjust
ing to inflation are very large. Permanent 
inflation means giving up a notion that we 
have lived with for several centuries: the no
tion that accounting values mean something. 
Learning to live with inflation means learn
ing to live in a world in which the prices of 
all goods and services and all assets rise to
gether, year after year. 

Everyone would have to learn to think 
in a new way about capital investment 
and pension plans, for example. With 7 
percent inflation, we would have prices 
doubling every ten years or so. Think what 
that would mean. Thirty years from now, 
prices would be something like eight times 
as high as now. And with 10 percent infla
tion, prices double in about seven years. Ad
justment to that kind of change requires 
new ways of thinking about the present and 
the future. I believe it would take decades 
before people could fully adjust. 

And what will we have when we get there? 
It's important to focus on that question. 
After decades of adjustment, assuming full 
adjustment, we would get to a system that 
at best is no better than a system of price 
stability. I believe it's much easier to get 
back to price stability. 

Q-A related point about learning to live 
with inflation. Even if we could achieve full 
adjustment so that there were no economic 
inequities at all resulting from inflation, 

there would still be psychological costs. Liv
ing with constant change in the economic 
arrangements of life would contribute to a 
sense of instability in other matters-con
tribute to the general sense of disorder that 
is one of the pervasive social problems of our 
times. 

So it seems undeniable that price stability 
would be preferable to fully anticipated in
flation if we could achieve price stability at 
moderate cost. But we run into the old trade
off problem. Any effort to get back to price 
stability seems to involve unemployment 
costs that many people consider too high. 

A-There are costs both ways. I would be 
misleading you and everyone else if I said 
there were no costs. But the costs of get
ting back to price stability depend very 
much upon what we do to get there. People 
who talk about the very large costs of re
turning to price stability generally talk 
about returning quickly. If we tried to end 
inflation quickly, we would have a major 
recession that would throw lots of people 
out of work, and even so we would fall to get 
back to price stability, because we would 
refuse to pay the cost in unemployment and 
lost production. 

Within the range of knowledge we now 
have, it's not possible to get to price stability 
quickly and at low cost. But if we take 
a longer view, it may be possible to return 
to 'price stability at a tolerable cost. 

Q-And you have a plan jor doing that
tor returning to price stability and doing 
so at a tolerable cost. What are the basic 
ingredients of your plan? 

A-My proposal has three interrelated ele
ments. First, we should reduce the growth 
rate of the money supply-gradually, over a 
span of years. Notice, I do not say reducec 
the money supply, but rather reduce the 
growth rate of the money supply. Second, we 
should move from deficit to surplus in the 
federal budget. The surplus should be used 
to retire debt. Third, we should keep the 
system of floating exchange rates. A main 
reason for this third element is to make sure 
that the effects of the other two elements on 
inflation are fully felt here at home, instead 
of being partly offset by the policies of other 
countries. 

Those are the three parts of the program. 
How do I know that this is going to work? 
The honest answer is we can never be cer
tain about the future. We do know that no 
inflation has been ended without reduction 
in the growth rate of money, and I don't be
lieve we will keep the growth rate of m.::ney 
down if we continue to run deficits. 

We cannot be certain about the timing of 
the response, so we want to have some flexi
bility. If we want to bring the inflation rate 
down with as little cost as possible, we have 
to keep both unemployment and inflation in 
mind throughout, not swing from overriding 
concern about one to overriding concern 
about the other. 

Q-Let's talk a little about that third ele
ment in your plan. It's somewhat different 
in kind from the other two. Basically, its pu·r
pose appears to be to provide a sort ot in
sulation, so that you can proceed with your 
domestic inflation-stopping policies without 
disrupting external economic relations in an 
interdependent world. 

A-Right, and other countries can do the 
same. Anti-inflation policies in Germany or 
Switzerland would not have succeeded this 
year if those countries had maintained a fixed 
exchange rate with the dollar, as they used 
to do. 

Q-How could your plan possibly be ap
plied in the present economic circumstances 
in the U.S.? We are in a period of practically 
no real growth, with unemployment that 
many people consider much too high. Some 
economists argue that we need faster growih 
in the money supply to stimulate the econ
omy. So how do you go about cutting back 
on the growth rate of the money supply? 
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A-In a word, gradually. 
It's important to note that gradualism 

is not an incidental aspect of my proposal. 
It is central. During the postwar period, and 
particularly during the last ten years, we 
have accumulated a lot of evidence showing 
that change in the growth rate of money 
is the single most important weapon the 
government can use to control inflation. In 
general, efforts to control inflation failed 
because the authorities slammed down too 
hard on the money-supply growth rate and 
sent unemployment and interest rates mov
ing up. Then, after overreacting against in
flation, they proceeded to overreact against 
high interest rates and unemployment. 

The reason people are pessimistic about 
the possibilities of halting inflation is that 
they think back to the experiences of the 
past ten years or so, and they recognize that 
efforts to halt inflation ended not with a 
lower but with a higher rate of inflation. That 
is not inevitable. It happened because we 
failed to keep both problems in mind. 

Q. When you talk about halting inflation 
gradually, what kind of time period are you 
thinking of? 

A. We should be very happy indeed if we 
can get back to price stab111ty in three years. 
I would want to take a three- to five-year 
horizon. Why three to five years? One reason 
is that we have some information about how 
long it has taken in the past. We've never 
experienced peacetime inflation as wide
spread, as large, and as pervasive as the 
current inflation. Still, the past may provide 
some useful guidance. It took roughly three 
years to get rid of the Eisenhower inflation. 
It took about two to three years to get rid 
of the early postwar inflation. So we have 
some general guides that make three to five 
years seem to be a reasonable time frame. 

Q. You speak of a gradual reduction in the 
rate of money-supply growth. Reduction to
ward what? How far do you propose to go? 

A. For price stabllity, the optimum rate 
of money-supply growth would be a rate ap
proximately equal to the basic growth rate 
of the economy, and that's in the neighbor
hood of 3 to 4 percent. That would change, 
of course, depending for one thing on how 
fast the labor force grows-but around 3 
to 4 percent is consistent with past experi· 
ence. Some flexibility is desirable, and 1n 
practice the Fed should keep the money
supply growth rate between 2 and 6 percent. 
Then we would avoid the excesses of the 
Thirties on the deflationary side and the 
excesses of the Sixties on the inflationary 
side. Prices would fluctuate within a narrow 
range. 

Q. The rate of money-supply growth is 
now around 6¥2 percent, and you want to 
reduce that to, say, 4 percent. Over what 
span of time? 

A-I want to allow two to three years to 
bring down the growth rate of money. It wm 
take a year or two beyond that for the full 
effects on prices to be realized. 

Q-While we're pinning down these fig
ur~s, let's pin down what you mean by 
pr~e stability. You've indicated that you cer
tamly do not mean stability in anything like 
an absolute sense. 

A-Right. As a practical matter, 1 ¥:! per
cent a year in the consumer price index 
might be considered price stab111ty. In the 
early Sixties we had an increase approaching 
1 ¥:! percent a year in the C.P.r. with roughly 
constant wholesale prices, so that's prob
ably a sensible goal. During that period, 
wages rose, but so did productivity and unit 
labor costs remained roughly comtant. We 
were in a period of relatively stable prices 
with falling unemployment. The money stock 
grew at about 3 or 4 percent. 

Q-Measured against the kind of inflation 
we·v~ experienced in the last several years, 
gettmg back to that kind of stability even 
over a span of three to five years seems a bold 

and ambitious goal. Do you feel pretty sure 
that your proposal could get us there? 

A-There's no reason to doubt that hold
ing the growth rate of the money supply to 
the growth rate of the economy~3 to 4 per
cent-would hold the rise in the consumer 
price index to less than 2 percent on average. 
But that is not my entire program for stop
ping inflation. My proposal 1s a package, not 
just a single element. Along with slowing the 
growth of money, I want to move from a 
deficit to a surplus 1n the federal budget. 
Without that, reducing the rate of money
supply growth would tend to bring increased 
unemployment and higher interest rates be
fore we made much progress 1n slowing in
flation. 

Q-Why would it help matters so much to 
go from deficit to surplus in the federal 
budget? 

A-In reducing government spending, we 
shift resources from the government sector 
to the private economy-which means, gen
erally, from lower-productivity uses to high
er-productivity uses. We shift the use of re
sources in a desirable direction-that is, to
ward expanding output. 

Using the budget surplus to retire debt, 
moreover, lowers interest rates. And that 
helps to expand economic activity and em
ployment in housing and other industries 
where small changes in interest rates from 
rising, we keep the federal government and 
particularly the Federal Reserve from undo
ing the anti-inflation program by increasing 
the growth rate of money in order to hold 
down interest rates. 

Q-Isn't it unreasonable to say that some 
of the misadventures of governments in try
ing to subdue inflation have resulted from 
relying too much on fiscal or monetary re
straint, rather than using both in the same 
direction? That is, failing to exert sufficient 
monetary restraint and therefore needing an 
excess of fiscal restraint, or, more commonly 
in recent years, being quite incontinent in 
fiscal matters and relying on monetary policy 
to do the job, with the result that the Fed 
has to lean too hard? 

A-In the past ten years or so the govern
ment has financed social-expenditure pro
grams by running budget deficits. The fi
nancing raised interest rates. To hold down 
interest rates, the Federal Reserve increased 
the growth rate of money. Inflation in
creased. Every now and then the Federal Re
serve shifted to concern about inflation, but 
only for a time. They overresponded in one 
direction, then in the other. 

Q-You speak of holding down interest 
rates by using the budget surplus to retire 
debt. What does it mean to retire debt, in 
this particular context? What is the mecha
nism? 

A-Basically, what it means is that as 
Treasury issues run off, they're not fully re
placed. Government securities are continually 
maturing, and the Treasury has to roll over 
something like 100 blllion dollars every year 
to stay in the same place. If there is a ten
blllion budget surplus, they issue, say, 90 
billion in securities instead of 100 billion, 
and some holders just get paid off with cash
able government checks. 

Q-Let's see-the government takes in ten 
billion more than it spends, and it uses that 
extra ten billion to pay off bondholders. In 
other words, there is a transfer of ten billion 
from taxpayers to owners of bonds. What are 
the economic effects of this transfer? 

A-Interest rates are lower. Output will be 
lower, too. As a result, the actual surplus 
will be smaller than the planned surplus. 
But that's a detail. 

Q-Why will output be lower? 
A-It will be lower because government 

expenditures have some positive effect on out
put in the short run. My estimate is that with 
about 5 percent change in government ex
penditure we get 1 to 2 percent change in 
real output. There is a grain of truth to the 

Keynesian story which says that if the gov
ernment spends more and runs a deficit, out
put increases for a time. I don 't want to deny 
that grain of truth. If we cut federal spend
ing, that's going to have some contractive 
effect. I would like to add, because I think it's 
important, that if we have a budget surplus 
and we run into trouble, we do not go back 
to a highly stimulative policy of ~xpanding 
the money supply-back to inflation, in other 
words. We cut taxes and maintain the growth 
rate of money. 

Q-How big a budget surplus are you 
thinking of in your proposal? And over what 
period of time do you propose to swing from. 
deficit to surplus? 

A-I would like to replace the present 
deficit of about five to eight billion with a 
surplus of between eight and ten billion. In 
other words, I propose a reduction of a~'bout 
15 billion in the federal budget. And I would 
like to see that happen as soon as possible. 
I do not advocate gradualism here. 

Q-What you're proposing would be very 
difficult in political terms. That doesn't mean 
it's wrong, of course, but the political diffi· 
culty is a consideration you can't just set 
aside. 

A-It's true that every item in the budget 
has defenders. But it's hard to see why it 
isn't possible to cut federal spending by 5 
percent. We have a 300-billion-dollar budget 
now. Not long ago Lyndon John son was talk
ing about hoping to hold the line at 100 bil
lion. Even with inflation, that's quite an in
crease. The defenders have to explain why 
an extra 15 billion a year in federal spend
ing-300 !billion instead of, say, 285 bUlion
is more important than reducing inflation. 
I don't think the public believes that, and I 
certainly don't believe it. 

Q. What are some particular areas of the 
federal budget where you think it's possible 
to make sizable cuts? 

A-Well, let's go over the parts of the 
budget that have grown most rapidly. One of 
them, of course, has been aid to state and 
local governments. Total state expenditures 
have risen very dramatically over the entire 
postwar period, but the federal share of them 
has risen even more dramatically. In 1946-47 
about 8 percent of state and local govern
ment expenditures was being paid by the fed
eral government. We're now up to 22 percent. 
So federal aid to state and local governments 
is a candidate for cutting. Some programs 
are desirable. ibut it seems to me that we have 
to ask ourselves, do we need them all now, 
or would it be better to try to phase some 
of them out and transfer the resources to 
more productive uses? 

There's the HUD budget--we're spending 
billions of dollars every year to build sub
sidized housing. It isn't at all clear that the 
programs meet the elementary test of a cost
benefit analysis, let alone the more stringent 
test of using resources most efficiently. So 
this is a very good place for cutting the 
budget and returning to the market system. 

This is far from a complete list. The staffs 
of many regulatory commissions have ex
panded in recent years. I would certainly 
include the space program as a candidate for 
cutting, too. There are many places to cut. All 
of them have their proponents, of course. But 
let's ask the right question, namely, is main
taining expenditures at the present level 
more valuable to the citizenry than trying to 
reduce the rate of inflation by, say, five per
centage points in the next three to five years? 
It seems to me that, for the public as a whole, 
there is no comparison. So I don't see that 
there's really a major issue here. 

Q. What do you reply to those who say
and some economists certainly would say
that if you tried to cut federal spending by 
15 billion over the next year or so, especially 
while holding clown or reducing the rate of 
money-supply growth, the result would be a 
drastic increase in unemployment? 

A-They believe, and I do not, that the 
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budget is the key element guiding the 
economy. I believe the budget is one element 
affecting the economy and the money supply. 
My own guess, as I indicated earlier, is that 
the effect on output would be no greater than 
1 to 2 percent. That means we may have a 
mild recession. We can keep the recession 
mlld by maintaining the growth rate of the 
money supply close to its current range, and 
only gradually lowering the rate. That way, 
we help to absorb resources released by the 
cut in government spending. Experience 
tends to support the view that large changes 
in the budget have small effects on real 
income. 

Q-But even a small contraction in out
put can bring some increase in unemploy
ment. And in the soC'fety we live in, even a 
small increase in the unemployment rate is 
considered to be very 1.mportant. There does 
seem to have been some weakening recently 
in devotion to the concept of full employ
ment, but its hold on public opinion and on 
policy is still very strong. 

A-That's true, but let's consider what an 
increase in the unemployment rate means. 
Suppose the rate increases from 5 percent to 
6 percent. That means an average worker 
spends twelve to fifteen weeks finding a job 
instead of nine to twelve weeks. That's a big 
change, that's a. big loss of real income. But 
is that too high a price to pay to reduce the 
rate of inflation? I don't think .so. Another 
question is whether a period of increased un
employment imposes a higher cost than the 
cost of trying to insure ourselves against in
flation by escalating all contracts. Again, it 
seems to me that the answer is no. 

Q-Still, with 6 percent unemployment 
there would be a lot of pressure on govern
ment to move back to inflationary policies. 
And some economists would maintain that 
with your proposal unemployment might go 
above 6 percent. 

A-Try 7 percent. What would a 7 percent 
unemployment rate mean? It would mean 
fourteen to sixteen weeks between jobs. And 
that's what hap~ned in 1961. One main 
reason the unemployment rate rises is that 
it takes workers longer to find jobs. Of course, 
the difference between ten weeks and fifteen 
weeks means a lot to the man who is un
employed. I don't want to deny the cost. But 
I also don't want to set it up as an absolute, 
to say that everything has to adjust to this 
cost . There are costs of adjusting to perma
nent inflation to set on the other side of the 
ledger. 

Q-It's important to keep in mind, though, 
that we are not dealing with a simple linear 
relationship between the costs of unemploy
ment and the average length of time between 
jobs. For one thing, the difference between 
an average of ten weeks and an average of 
fifteen translates into much more than five 
weeks for some of the unemployed. Also, the 
effects of being out of work accumulate over 
time. People run out of savings. They be
come discouraged. Some give up. There may 
be lasting psychological damage to unem
ployed people and to their families. 

A-Well, you also have to consider the 
gains that may be offsetting the losses. But 
I'm willing to concede the truth of what you 
say. It is a strong argument fQr gradualism, 
for being careful, for being willing to slow 
down the rate at which you attempt to end 
the inflation, for keeping a focus on two 
goals ralther than just one. I do want to keep 
both goals in mind. I want to bring the infla
tion rate and the unemployment rate down. 
But I believe that you can't do both at the 
same time, so I want to put together a pack
age. Let's try a package, keeping in mind 
that there are costs and benefits on both 
sides. 

My proposal takes into account that very 
small changes in the money supply can have 
potentially large effects. Therefore, we want 
to make sure that the changes in the growth 
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rate of the money supply are relatively small. 
But they must be consistent in direction. If I 
were running this policy, I would announce 
in advance what I intend to do. I would go a . 
little bit faster if things work out slightly 
better than I had hoped, and a little bit 
slower if things work out worse. But I would 
hold the direction. 

Constancy of direction is the really essen
tial thing. The great danger is that one goal 
will be paramount for six months and the 
other goal for the following six months, so 
that we wobble between those two objec
tives-as we have in the past--and never 
solve the inflation problem. 

THE CRISIS IN RAIL SAFETY 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, as chair

man of the Subcommittee on Surface 
Transportation of the Senate Commerce 
Committee, I have become increasingly 
concerned with the rapidly deteriorating 
record of safety in the transportation of 
freight, especially hazardous materials, 
by rail. This worsening record is all the 
more dangerous, since shipment by rail 
has long been the safest method of trans
portation. It is in danger of losing that 
distinction in the face of a number of 
spectacular accidents; in fact, it is noth
ing short of a miracle that there has not 
been any disaster or loss of human life so 
far that is anywhere near the potential 
that exists every day. 

One of the most perplexing aspects of 
the current crisis in rail safety is the fact 
that the most danger exists where the 
railroads have deteriorated the most
the Midwest and Northeast. Speaking for 
the State of Indiana, the danger is real, 
and it exists right now. The recent clos
ure of some 450 miles of trackage in my 
State by the Federal Railroad Adminis
tration is indicative of the state of the 
condition of thf' roadbeds there. Closure 
of a line means that it cannot meet the 
minimum standards for safe operation 
at 10 miles per hour. 

Mr. President, it is my firm belief that 
significant changes in public policy are 
needed in order to assure this Nation an 
adequate rail system for the safe and effi
cient transportation of freight and pas
sengers. I have seen an increasing pub
lic awareness of the vital necessity of 
improvement in our rail system, and I 
believe that this change in public opin
ion will eventually result in the sort of 
institutional changes that are needed. 
One of the keys to this heightened pub
lic awareness is the positive and produc
tive role that the media can play. In this 
connection, I would like to commend the 
series of articles that recently appeared 
in the Chicago Sun-Times on rail safety. 
This series, written by Bruce Ingersoll of 
the Sun-Times, has done an excellent job 
of helping make the public aware of the 
drastic need for improvement in our 
Nation's railroad system. It is absolutely 
vital that the electorate make their views 
on this subject known at the polls, and 
I wish to commend Mr. Ingersoll and the 
Sun-Times for the role they have played 
in bringing about these needed changes. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Sun-Times editorial of Au
gust 4, 1974, on the need for improvement 
in our rail system be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Sun-Times, Aug. 4, 1974] 
SAFEGUARDING THE RAILROADS 

Blatant defects in the U.S. railroad system 
have been documented in a series of articles 
by Sun-Times reporter Bruce Ingersoll. It is 
a system that makes thousands of Americans 
unwilling and unknowing hostages to luck. 
And the luck ha.s been bad. Furthermore, in
formed railroaders are forecasting that it 1s 
bound to get worse unless the Federal Rail
road Administration, the Congress and the 
railroads take effective steps promptly. 

Anthony Haswell, chairman of the Na
tional Assn. of Railroad Passengers, asserts, 
"We have the worst maintained railroads of 
any major industrial nation in the world." 
Adds Christopher Knapton, an FRA spokes
man, "No question about it. The railroad 
industry is going to hell." The record amply 
supports that assessment. Last year, 152 
trains derailed in IlUnois alone, up from 107 
in 1971; in the first half of 1974, 135 derailed. 
If trains keep derailing at that rate, the num
ber will hit 270 by the end of the year. Yet 
this rickety system is part of a national rail 
network that carri~s not only passengers but 
also conveys some 175,000 tank cars equipped 
to carry explosive or poisonous chemicals. 
The potential for disaster was violently 
demonstrated in Decatur on July 19 when a 
tank-car explosion kllled 7 persons and in
jured 142 others. 

The bankrupt and demoralized Penn Cen
tral is particularly unsafe. It averages 20 de
railments a day, and 6,901 miles of its track 
are too treacherous even for speeds under 10 
miles an hour. The FRA took welcome, 1f be
lated, action Wednesday in barring the Penn 
Central from operating any trains over 67 
miles of its Chicago-to-Louisville line be
cause of unsafe track. But this kind of action 
cannot be the full or final answer to safely 
and effectively maintaining railroads, a vital 
national asset. 

The nation depends on its railroads to move 
40 per cent of its freight. FRA Administra
tor John W. Ingram pointed out in a Monday 
speech that if even the Penn Central were 
shut down, "the auto industry would start 
to shut down a week later. If that were to 
happen the steel industry would not be far 
behind." 

Part of the responsibility for maintaining 
this lifeline falls on the shoulders of the 
railroads which, though financially strapped, 
must realize that safety measures are an in
dispenable part of the cost of doing business. 
The role of Congress was suggested in In
gram's address. He urged that a1llng railroads 
be subsidized with federal loan guarantees 
which would help them invest more money 
in track safety. In addition, the nation ought 
to see whether it really needs all of its 328,000 
miles of track or whether it might be wiser to 
rip out some of it and devote its resources 
to maintaining track that is the most vital. 
As shown in an article elsewhere in Sunday's 
Sun-Times, the Santa Fe and a few other 
railroads have proved that railroads can be 
safe and profitable if they have the money 
and the will. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Senate Commerce Com
mittee, I would like to add to the re
marks that have just been made by Sen
ator HARTKE. I also am increasingly con
cerned over the deplorable state of rail 
safety in the United States. Senator 
HARTKE was, of course, correct when he 
pointed out that the worst trackage in 
the Nation exists in the Midwest and 
Northeast, but I would like to add that 
this by no means should be taken as an 
implication that rail transportation in 
other areas of the country is safe. The 
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recent disastrous explosion of a railroad 
tank car at Wenatchee, in my own State 
of Washington, provides a good example 
of the need for improvement in rail 
safety on a nationwide basis. 

The Surface Transportation Subcom
mittee of the Senate Commerce Commit
tee, of which Senator HARTKE is chair
man, has recently held hearings on rail 
safety, and I am well aware of the work 
that has been done by the distinguished 
Senator from Indiana. As one indication 
that his labors have not been in vain, I 
can report that the Senate Commerce 
Committee will be reporting legislation 
to deal with this subject to the floor of 
the Senate in the near future. I have 
also noticed that his efforts on behalf of 
improvement in rail safety have not gone 
unnoticed in his own State of Indiana. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the August 6, 1974, editorial from 
the Palladium-Item of Richmond, Ind., 
concerning rail safety be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

ON THE RIGHT TRACK 
We have been critical of Sen. Vance 

Hartke, D-Ind., on occasions in the past but 
we feel that in demanding improved rail 
safety, the Hoosier senator is on the right 
track (no pun intended). 

And it's quite obvious he is getting action. 
Within hours after the Federal Railroad 

Administration (FRA) ordered most of the 
Penn Central lines between Chicago and 
Louisville shut down because of dangerous 
sections, repairs were reported under way at 
least in some areas. 

Most freight service now has been restored 
although at the bare minimum of track 
safety. 

More than 20 small cities temporarily were 
left without rail service until adequate 
tracks were repaired. Rerouting of some pas
senger trains was ordered, bringing at least 
one through Richmond. 

The disturbing increase in railroad acci
dents, in our own state as well as in others, 
has brought this serious problem into focus: 

How safe is train travel? 
Henry F. Rush, deputy administrator of 

the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), 
has said that 37 per cent of rail accidents are 
track-related; 24 per cent are employe-re
lated; 20 per cent are equipment-related; 
3 per cent are grade-crossing accidents, and 
16 per cent are caused by miscellaneous 
factors. 

The chief culprit, according to these statis
tics, is the poor condition of railroad tracks 
which in many areas sometimes restricts 
trains to speeds as low as 10 miles per hour. 

E. L. McCulloch, vice president of the 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, told 
a railroad-safety hearing at Indianapolis a 
few days ago that there are only 43 inspec
tors to check 27,000 locomotives and 2 mil
lion pieces of rolling stock. One can't help 
but wonder how thoroughly the tracks 
themselves are checked, and how often. 

Governor Bowen is reported to have en
dorsed a $40,000 a year program to permit 
the state to join in a state-federal rail 
safety inspection effort. This appears a step 
in the right direction. But if inspections 
are made, defects or dangerous spots found, 
and still nothing permanent done, the ef
fort will have been worthless. 

Senator Hartke says if the FRA can't get 
the job done he will recommend another 
federal agency. We're not sure what that 

would mean for added rail safety, but some
thing has to give. 

Railroad passenger service is increasing 
but if it is to continue, it must be with the 
assurance that everything possible to make 
it safe is being done. As it stands now, there 
has been a 24.7 per cent increase :>ver last 
year in rail accidents. Trains which are on 
time are much in the minority. Much of the 
delay is because they have to virtually crawl 
over certain portions of track. That's a situ
ation which must not be permitted to 
continue. 

HEALTH SERVICES PROGRAMS 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I support 

this legislation to revise and extend sev
eral important health services programs, 
including: 

First. Community health centers
commonly known as neighborhood 
health centers-to provide family-ori
ented health care to medically under
served populations; 

Second. Community mental health 
centers-to provide a full range of pre
ventive and therapeutic mental health 
services to patients in their neighbor
hoods, thus increasing the accessibility, 
quantity, and range of mental health 
services available at the community 
level; 

Third. Migrant health centers-de
signed to meet the problems of those citi
zens who have no continuity of care due 
to mobility; and 

Fourth. Health revenue sharing to 
provide bloc grants to States for health 
and mental health services under public 
health departments and for vaccination 
programs and other disease control pro
grams. 

In addition, this legislation establishes 
the following new programs: 

First. Home health services-to pro
vide startup grants to home health agen
cies and grants for training personnel to 
provide home health services; 

Second. Presidential Commission on 
Mental Health and Illness of the Elder
ly-to review the mental health needs of 
our older citizens and to recommend a 
national policy for their care and treat
ment; 

Third. A National Center for the Con
trol and Prevention of Rape-to conduct 
research into the legal, social, and medi
cal aspects of rape, and in so doing, ex
amine, among other things, the treat
ment of the victims of rape by law en
forcement agencies, hospitals, prosecut
ors, and the courts; 

Fourth. National Commission for the 
Control of Epilepsy and its conse
quences, which I cosponsored; 

Although epilepsy is an ancient disease, 
it still remains one of the most misun
derstood afflictions in the country today. 
Unfortunately, laws governing the ac
tivities of persons with epilepsy are too 
often based on an absolute conception of 
the disease, and one of the most chal
lenging problems facing the national 
commission is to arrest these misconcep-
tions; · 

Fifth. Hemophilia diagnostic and 
treatment centers and blood fractiona
tion centers-which I cosponsored-to 
develop a comprehensive approach to 
the diagnosis and treatment of hemo
philia, provide assistance for the devel-

opment or expansion of facilities which 
will separate components from whole 
blood so that more efficient use can be 
made of this precious resource. In addi
tion, the legislation provides for ade
quate financial support for individuals 
who must now pay for the high costs of 
hemophilia treatment; and 

Sixth. National Huntington's Disease 
Control Act--which I cosponsored-to es
tablish a comprehensive program to com
bat Huntington's disease. This legisla
tion provides for much needed assistance 
to programs for the diagnosis, preven
tion, and treatment of, and research in 
Huntington's Disease. 

UNDERMINING FAITH IN THE 
SYSTEM 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 
deeply regret that President Ford has 
made what would appear to be his first 
serious mistake. The pardon of former 
President Nixon before the Special Pros
ecutor has even made his report and be
fore the verdict of the court is known 
seems both painfully premature and un
wise. When the Founding Fath.ers gave 
the President pardoning power they 
could not envision that it would be used 
by a President to pardon his immediate 
predecessor who had just placed him in 
the line of succession. With some of Mr. 
Nixon's subordinates in prison, others in
dicted, and still others faced with legal 
action, it seems incredible that their em
ployer has been exonerated. If there is 
any one lesson we should have learned 
from the Watergate tragedy, it is that 
no man, regardless of his power, stands 
above our judicial process. Mr. Ford's 
action would seem to have turned the 
scales of justice upside down. 

Mr. President, one of our most re
spected and thoughtful journalists is Mr. 
Anthony Lewis, of the New York Times. 
He has written a piece which appeared 
in the September 10 issue of the Minne
apolis Tribune, entitled "Undermining 
Faith in the System." I ask unanimous 
consent that this important commen
tary be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

UNDERMINING FAITH IN THE SYSTEM 
(By Anthony Lewis) 

"(In cases of impeachment) the party con
victed shall nevertheless be liable and sub
ject to indictment, trial, judgment and 
punishment, according to law."-The Con
stitution of the United States, Article I, 
Section 3. 

BosToN.-On Aug. 9, after taking the oath 
of office of pr~ident, Gerald Ford said: "The 
Constitution works." One month later, in a 
sudden and ill-considered gesture, he has 
frustrated the process of law and the Con
stitution. The damage to his own hopes will 
be grave, perhaps irreparable. 

He pardoned Richard Nixon for any and 
all crimes he committed while president
and did so without knowing in any detail 
the special prosecutor's evidence on the ex
tent of those crimes, official and personal. 
He issued the pardon Without requiring even 
the minimal plea of nolo contendere that was 
widely considered inadequate in the case 
of Spiro Agnew. He gave the pardon to a man 
who has spoken not a word o! confession 
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or contrition for acts that injured many 
human beings and wounded his country. 

Mr. Ford acted in the name of mercy, 
speaking of his obligation to the laws of 
God. His motives were surely of the best, 
to show charity to a fallen friend and spare 
his country continued trauma. But his good 
intentions only make the occasion sadder, 
for the result must be the opposite of what 
he hoped for America: more rancor, more 
division, more cynicism about government 
and law. 

The Nixon story was "an American trag
edy," the president said. He gave emphasis 
to the suggestion that punishment for Nixon, 
or the threat of it hanging over him, might 
"threaten his health." 

But punishment--a jail term, that sort 
of thing-has never been the issue. Judges 
and prosecutors have ample discretion to 
help those who are ill or who have suffered 
enough, and presidents can pardon them 
when the cause of justice has been served. 
Those I know who were most concerned 
about principle in the Nixon case in fact 
believed that, however the criminal process 
worked, the former president should not end 
up in prison. 

The issue was the law. It was well put by 
the Times of London, a newspaper that 
showed much concern for fairness to Nixon 
throughout Watergate. The very purpose for 
the long struggle for the truth in Watergate, 
the Times said, was "to reassert the su
premacy of law over executive power. Not 
the least of the principles to be reasserted 
is that no man is too great or too special to 
be exempt from the rule of law or the proc
esses of justice." 

Now the whole country will presumably 
see the spectacle of a former president's prin
cipal aidas being tried for obstruction of 
justice, with his self-incriminating words as 
critical evidence, while he is untouched. That 
will be the image of equal justice for this 
generation of Americans. 

The president relied, in his explanation for 
the pardon, on the advice that it would be 
difficult to find an unbiased jury to try 
Nixon for many months. It is true that the 
impeachment process has spread the evi
dence against him widely, and that care 
would have to be taken to assure a jury 
that would stick to the trial evidence. But 
that would hardly be an insuperable task. 

The Supreme Court has said that jurors 
trying a notable case need not be "ignorant 
of the facts and issues involved." Indeed, 
the court said, to exclude jurors as preju
diced merely because they had "any precon
ceived notion as to guilt or innocence of 
an accused would be to establish an impos
sible standard. It is sufficient if the juror 
can lay aside his impression or opinion and 
render a verdict on the evidence." 

In using his pardoning power on the basis 
of possible jury bias, Mr. Ford has effectively 
nullified the clause of the Constitution ex
plicitly authorizing criminal prosecution as 
well as impeachment of any federal official. 
Of course there was no television in 1787 to 

.Publicize the impeachment process. But if 
John Adams, say, had been impeached and 
then prosecuted, the details would have been 
well known to most Americans-and cer
tainly to the men of property who served on 
trial juries. 

The effect of Mr. Ford's gesture on the sys
tem of criminal justice is the most appalling 
prospect. All along i!l Watergate, many ordi
nary Americans have said that the rich and 
powerful would escape justice in the end. 
Those who believed in the system told them 
they were wrong. On Aug. 9 it appeared that 
they were. Now they will know otherwise. 

The United States has a terrible crime 
problem. Just the other day the attorney 
general, William Saxbe, called attention to 
its dimensions once again. In considerable 
part, the ptoblem is one of a system of crim
inal justice in whose efficacy and integrity 

the citizen does not believe. The case of 
Richard Nixon was for most Americans by 
far the most important test in their life
times of that system's integrity. Who can 
argue against cynicism now? 

"Someone must write 'the end' to the 
Nixon tragedy," Mr. Ford said, and "only I 
can do that." For the sake of "domestic 
tranqullity," he said, he must "firmly shut 
and seal this book." 

An ending is what America deeply desires, 
but it had to be a real ending--one reached 
by going through the whole process. We have 
to finish something for once, without com
promises, without deals. We needed the 
tranquil1ty that comes only by working a 
problem through. We needed to proceed, in 
the words of the Constitution, "according to 
law." 

A SALUTE TO MISS L. PEARL MITCH
ELL, A GREAT CIVIL RIGHTS 
ACTIVIST 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, in 

recent years a popular subject has been 
the area of civil rights. Within the last 
several days a lady whom I knew for a 
period of many years, and who led the 
battle for civil rights when it was almost 
a radical term, left this Earth. Miss L. 
Pearl Mitchell, who passed away at the 
age of 91, was a soft-spoken, courageous, 
and gentle lady who devoted much of 
her life to improving the condition of 
minorities and the poor. When many did 
not know what the letters NAACP stood 
for, she was battling for the organization, 
as well as its objectives. 

I had the privilege of working closely 
with Miss Mitchell when together, from 
1943 to 1958, we fought for the enact
ment of a Fair Employment Practices 
Commission law in the Ohio General 
Assembly. It may be hard to believe that 
it took 15 years to secure enactment of 
that legislation, but it is true. And when 
she came to Columbus, Ohio, in those 
years and I sought a place in which we 
might meet for dinner, even in that 
Northern city, it was difficult to find a 
restaurant that was willing to seat blacks 
and whites together. 

This Nation has lost a great commu
nity servant, a beautiful human being, 
and a lovely lady. Her absence will be 
felt by all of us. 

HEALTH SERVICES FOR THE 
ELDERLY 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the Sen
ate yesterday passed S. 3280 which 
would extend and revise certain health 
services programs. As chairman of the 
SpeciaJ. Committee on Aging, I would like 
to call particular attention to several 
provisions which affect the elderly. 

One of these is an amendment which 
incorporates my Home Health Services 
Act, S. 2695. This bill was part of a two
prong legislative package sponsored by 
Senator MusKIE and by me as a result of 
testimony and reports received by the 
committee on the need for home health 
services legislation. 

The consensus at the committee hear
ing was that care in the home is a much 
needed but underutilized form of health 
care. This is particularly true for the 
elderly. Many of these older people could 
remain in their own homes rather than 
be institutionalized if provided with 

therapeutic and supportive home health 
services. 

Part of the reason for the underutiliza
tion of home care services is the limited 
availability of home health services, a 
problem which this bill would help 
remedy. 

Today most existing home health 
agencies are found in large urban areas. 
Many rural areas have no home health 
agencies or agencies that can provide 
only very limited services. There is al
most no way for new agencies to be 
established, or for existing agencies to 
expand their services. One agency wrote 
the committee that it was asked to ex
pand into two neighboring counties with
out any home care services. It was reluc
tant to do so because the estimated costs 
would probably exceed the expected 
income. 

A paper-prepared for the committee 
by consultant Brahna Trager-on the 
current status of home health services 
summarized conditions as follows: 

The situation remains one in which new 
home health services cannot be developed in 
communities or areas where they are not now 
available because no funding mechanism 
exists for their development. Agencies which 
have already been organized are unable to 
expand the area of services which would 
make them effective as "alternative" com
munity care systems without funding 
assistance. 

Statistics show that about half the 
agencies certified under the medicare 
program offer nursing plus one other 
service, usually physical therapy, These 
agencies may not be able to provide the 
range of services which will encourage 
physicians to utilize home care. 

S. 3280 provides funds to establish or 
expand public and nonprofit agencies in 
areas where there are insufficient home 
health services. Special consideration 
would be given those areas where a high 
proportion of the population to be served 
are elderly, medically indigent, or both. 
This does not mean that the agencies 
would be limited to serving the elderly 
alone. But because of their particular 
need for home health care, it is expected 
that a large proportion of these services 
would be utilized by the elderly. The 
majority of patients served by most home 
health agencies are in the over 65 age 
category. 

There are also measures pending or re
cently enacted which can be expected to 
increase the demand for home health 
services by all age groups. Home health 
services are included in the benefits 
which must be offered by HMO's under 
the Health. Maintenance Organization 
and Resource Development Act, enacted 
into law last December. They are also in
cluded in the major national health in
surance proposals being considered by 
the Congress. 

S. 3280 would also provide grants for 
training professional and paraprofes
sional personnel to assure that the spe
cialized abilities needed for working with 
home care patients are available and 
kept current. The need is for training 
programs of varying content .and length. 
These include management training to 
assure quality control and cost effective
ness; training for professional personnel 
in the application of their skills to the 
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homebound; and the training of less 
skilled persons to perform the duties re
quired of a homemaker/ home health 
aide. 

The funds needed to start a program 
of expansion grants and training are es
timated for the first year at $15 million 
for expansion and $5 million for train
ing. This is not a bricks and mortar ap
proach-in fact, the bill prohibits the 
use of grants for construction-but a 
way to provide the organizational capa
bility and the human resources neces
sary for effective care in homes and com
munities throughout the Nation. And the 
funding is only about one-tenth as much 
as has been spent annually for hospital 
expansion over the last several years. 

As the committee report on S. 3280 
states, ''Home health care has been in
creasingly recognized as providing, in 
many instances, a less expensive and/or 
more effective alternative to continuing 
hospital and nursing home care." I am 
very pleased that this legislation will 
provide the means to stimulate the 
growth and development of home health 
services through a special assistance 
program. 

In addition to the home health serv
ices provision, S. 3280 also provides for 
the establishment of a Commission on 
the Mental Health and Illness of the 
Elderly. This Commission was recom
mended in 1971 inn. report issued by the 
Committee on "Mental Health Care of 
the Elderly: Shortcomings in Public 
Policy." The report stated that: 

Public policy in the mental health care of 
the aged is confused, riddled with contradic
tions and shortsighted limitations, and in 
need of intensive scrutiny geared to im
mediate and long-term action. 

The Commission would have 5 years 
to develop much needed national policy, 
assess existing mental health programs, 
and make recommendations concerning 
the treatment and care of elderly per
sons with mental illness. This would 
provide us with a much needed perspec
tive and action program for an illness 
which too often goes untreated and 
creates untold suffering for the elderly 
and their families. 

Mr. President, this legislation is a 
forward step toward the provision of 
more adequate health care services for 
the elderly. 

LETTER FROM A LIVESTOCK 
PRODUCER 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, of all 
the hundreds of letters which I have re
ceived from livestock producers from my 
State and throughout the Nation over 
the past year, one of the best was writ
ten on August 31 by George H. Wilken 
of Faith, S. Dak. 

It is a letter to President Ford, a copy 
of which was sent to me, to the Secre
tary of Agriculture, and to other Mem
bers of Congress from South Dakota. 

Because it is such an eloquent state
ment of the causes of the present finan
cial position of livestock producers, and 
because it proposes to our new President 
a clean break with the mistakes of the 
past, I ask unanimous consent that it 

be printed in the RECORD in order that 
all may read it. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AUGUST 31, 1974. 
Mr. GERALD FORD, 
President of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR PRESIDENT FORD: Today the livestock
man is facing serious short-term problems 
which have built up during the Nixon-Butz 
Administration. These problems are most 
serious for us, the owner-operator, who is 
operating on borrowed capital and depend
ent on the operation for his livelihood. 

We are in this position: The Nixon-Butz 
farm policy has been to sell our feed grains 
and import unlimited quantities of meat 
(This totally disregards the intent of the 
import quota system as set up in 1964 when 
we have an ample domestic supply) . I am en
closing a clipping from the Rapid City Daily 
Journal which quotes the prediction from 
the Agriculture Department of the glut of 
grassfed cattle coming to market. 

This glut of cattle to market is caused from 
the drought conditions shortening the ranges 
and the ranchers are trimming their cattle 
to the available feed supply. Also the feedlot 
operators are not buying replacements as 
they operated at such a loss last year and 
because of the high cost of feed. This will 
lead to severe shortages in the future. In the 
meantime feeder cattle and cows (which 
compete directly with imports for slaughter) 
are selling for aproximately one-half of what 
they did last year and a little over one-half 
of the average cost of production. 

The Nixon-Butz administration advocated 
that the livestockman expand his unit to be 
able to produce more economically. Last year 
they advocated full production to feed a 
hungry world. Following these recommenda
tions was very costly to the livestockman 
and I feel our Government has a responsibil
ity to the people who follow their recom
mendations; not just to use us and set up 
conditions to take from us that for which 
we have worked long and hard. 

This free trade for the United States as 
be·ing practiced by the Nixon-Butz Adminis
tration in farm commodities with all other 
countries protecting their farmers appears 
to me as doing this: Any time, any country 
in the world has an over-production of any 
commodity the effect of this is: placing the 
American producer of this commodity in the 
same or a worse condition (due to production 
costs in the U.S.) as the farmer in the coun
try with the oversupply. The American farm
er cannot survive this unfair competition as 
the beef industry will show. 

The last half of 1973 and the first half of 
1974 wrecked much of our cattle feeding in
dustry. Most of our producers of feeder cat
tle will be wrecked in 1974, and as soon as 
the foreign countries return to normal crops 
the feed grain producer will have no market 
as there will be very few livestock to con
sume the grain. The producers who w111 be 
eliminated in most cases will be the owner
operator who depends on the operation to 
provide his living. 

We in American agriculture deserve a bet
ter chance than this. We hope that you will 
thoroughly look into this and for the in
terest of every American, you will immedi
ately embargo the imports of meats into the 
United States. This will give cattle producers 
a chance to reduce their herds to the size 
which our present feed supply will allow. 
Also, if necessary, to store some of the meat 
by canning and freezing for the future short
age of meat. 

These actions will allow the cattlemen a 
price that will not financially ruin them 
during this period so they can produce the 
meat for the future. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE H. WILKEN. 

DEVELOPING A NATIONAL HOME 
HEALTH POLICY 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, yesterday 
the Senate passed S. 3280, the Health 
Services Act of 1974, which included au
thorization of home health services 
startup funds. Support for this provision 
was based on the work of the Senate 
Special Committee on Aging's Subcom
mittee on Health of the Elderly, which r 
chair. 

I am pleased to announce that on the 
same day HEW's Health Insurance Bene
fits Advisory Council adopted a report. 
from its Committee on Home Care which 
also drew upon the work of the Subcom
mittee. 

The committee found: 
Properly utilized, in-home health services 

can provide a preferred means of restoring 
and maintaining the health of individuals 
and families, as well as reduce or prevent 
hospitalization or long-term institutional 
care. 

Yet the committee concluded: 
Despite the demonstrated value of home 

health services, priority continues to be given 
by third party payers and current legisla
tion to the present institutionally-oriented. 
system of health care. Reversing this priority 
would make it possible for home health car& 
to emerge as a major national health re
source and to take its rightful place in any 
comprehensive health insurance program 
that may be enacted. 

Mr. President, passage of the Health 
Services Act is a significant step for
ward in making home health care a. 
major national health resource. How
ever, improvements in medicare are still 
needed. The committee's recommenda
tions are: 

First, Change the requirement for 
"skilled nursing care" to nursing care or 
nursing services. As the committee noted: 

The "skilled" nursing requirement has 
been one of the main barriers to the provi
sion of needed home care to the elderly since 
it has limited benefits to those who are 
acutely ill and need rehabilitation, while 
denying needed benefits to patients whose 
condition has stabilized or who require a 
somewhat lower level of care than that de-
fined as "skilled". . 

Second, Need for any one of the cover
ed services in the law should qualify the 
beneficiary for medicare home health 
benefits rather than the need for skilled 
nursing care or. physical or speech 
therapy. 

These two recommendations of the 
committee are included in S. 2690, my 
home health medicare amendments. r 
heartily concur with these recommenda
tions as well as the administrative rec
ommendations and urge the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare to give 
them serious consideration. Adoption of 
these proposals would certainly help to· 
strengthen home health coverage for 
aged and disabled Americans. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the report of the committee be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD~ 
as follows: 
REPORT FROM COMMITTEE ON HOME HEALTH 

CARE TO HEALTH INSURANCE BENEFITS 
ADVXSORY COUNCIL 

SEPTEMBER 10. 1974. 
The recommendations in this report are

made in the belief that home health care 1& 
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a basic component of any comprehensive 
health program. Properly utilized, in-home 
health services can provide a preferred 
means of restoring and maintaining the 
health of individuals and fam111es, as well as 
reduce or prevent hospitalization or long
term institutional care. Furthermore, studies 
indicate that the majority of older persons 
prefer to remain in their own homes. The 
fam111ar intimacy of the home setting meets 
a unique and vital health need: convales
cence is faster, more complete. 

The home health care benefits currently 
available under the Medicare and Medicaid 
programs as well as from other third party 
payers are far from meeting the full range 
of patients' health care needs. Home health 
care currently accounts for less than 1% of 
Medicare expenditures and an estimated .4% 
of Federal/State expenditures under Medic
aid. Increased utilization may follow the re
cent elimination of beneficiary coinsurance 
payment for home health care under the 
medical insurance portion of Medicare; how
ever, further changes are needed before home 
health care can reach its full potential as an 
important contributor to the Nation's health 
care delivery system. 

The present low ut111zation of home health 
care benefits can be attributed to a variety 
of factors. These include the Medicare stat
utory requirement for "skilled nursing care"; 
the absence of coverage under the Medicare 
law for homemaker services; the lack of rec
ognition on the part of physicians, other 
providers and patients of the available bene
fits or of the services of local agencies; the 
reluctance of some physicians to prescribe 
home care; and the absence of home health 
care services in rural or remote areas. From 
the consumer standpoint, home health serv
ices of quality are not a valid resource in 
terms of availability and accessib111ty. About 
half of all the counties in the Nation had 

. no home health agencies as of July 1973. 
The Report of the Special Senate Com

mittee on Aging, "Home Health Services in 
the United States" (April, 1972), identifies 
convincingly the problems which home 
health agencies are encountering in their 
endeavor to provide vitally needed services 
to home bound patients under Medicare or 
Medicaid programs. The Special Committee 
on Aging feels that the legislative instru
ment materially limits the delivery of home 
health care. In addition, participants in the 
hearings before the Special Senate Commit
tee on Aging identifl.ed restrictive adminis
trative policies, complex reimbursement pro
cedures, narrow interpretation of the law, 
and limited coverage as serious roadblocks to 
the development of additional home health 
services. 

This is reinforced by the GAO Report of 
July 9, 1974 Home Health Care Benefits Under 
Medicare and Medicaid, which emphasizes 
the same problems and makes specific recom
mendations to improve utilization and as
sure more effective and uniform interpreta
tion of existing benefits. 

While home care can normally be provided 
at a fraction of the cost of inpatient care, 
there are no definitive national cost figures. 
The GAO report cites the fact that several 
studies have pointed out that home health 
care can be considerably less expensive than 
care in a hospital or skilled nursing facility. 
The Committee bel!eves that it wlll prove to 
be more cost effective to utilize home health 
care services instead of institutions for the 
long term care patient. It urges the Secre
tary to continue the special studies author
ized by Section 222 of P.L. 92-603 in order to 
broaden the existing base of knowledge about 
home health care. 

There is ample documentary evidence that 
home health services represent a logical, hu-
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mane, and economical IJleans of maintaining 
a quality of life and of forestalling or short
ening institutional care. 'l'he restrictive laws 
now in effect do not recognize the value of 
preventive, supportive, and counseling serv
ices in health maintenance. The chronic dis
eases to which the aging are prone demand 
sustained attention to prevent health care 
crises requiring institutionalization. 

Home health care is also preferred for 
those who require only part-time or inter
mittent health services. A home health aide 
can frequently make it possible for an ailing 
person who lives alone, or with a spouse too 
frail to provide care, to remain at home. 

Despite the demonstrated value of home 
health services, priority continues to be given 
by third party payers and current legislation 
to the present institutionally oriented sys
tem of health care. Reversing this priority 
would make it possible for home health care 
to emerge as a major national health re
source and to take its rightful place in any 
comprehensive health insurance program 
that may be enacted. 

There is broad consensus and increasing 
activity regarding the need to expand the 
breadth, scope, and reimbursement of home 
health services, subject to appropriate utili
zation safeguards. Such expansion could be 
accomplished by revising or eliminating re
strictive administrative and statutory re
quirements; embarking on a program to de
velop an affirmative attitude toward home 
health services by third-party payers, physi
cians and others in the health care com
munity, and consumers; and providing strong 
Federal support for the development of com
prehensive home health services throughout 
the Nation. 

RECOMMENDATIONS RELATING TO MEDICARE 

Although the Committee believes that a 
number of administrative and legislative 
changes would be desirable in the Medicare 
home health benefit, it has agreed that the 
recommendations below should be given 
highest priority. The administrative recom
mendations are considered by the Committee 
as having potential for immediate implemen
tation. The legislative recommendations have 
longer range implications and should be con
sidered essential to any development of new 
health legislation or modification of existing 
benefits defined by statute. 

A. Administrative actions 
1. The term "home health aide", should 

identify an individual who could render a 
broad range of services addressed to health 
and health-related needs. Under current in
terpretive practice, the services of a home 
health aide are narrowly defined as primarily 
personal care services, greatly limiting serv
ices such as cleaning or shopping which are 
needed to protect the health and safety of 
the patient. Without these supportive serv~ 
ices, aged persons who live alone may be 
forced to remain in a hospital longer than 
necessary or forced from their own homes 
into an institution earlier than necessary. 
Since these supportive services are so often 
essential to the care and continued inde
pendence of the a111ng elderly it is recom
mended that the guidelines clearly define 
these supportive services as an integral part 
of the overall services. 

2. The adequate utilization of home health 
services requires knowledge and understand
ing by both the consumer and the health 
professional. It is recommended that the De
partment embark on a strong public informa
tion program to fully acquaint families, pa
tients, physicians, hospitals, home health 
agencies and other health organizations with 
home health services currently available in 
the community. 

B. Legislative actions 
1. The words "skilled nursing care" in the 

physician certification requirements of the 
statute, and the words "skilled nursing serv
ices" in the conditions of participation for 

home health agencies, should be replaced by 
the words "nursing care", or "nursing serv
ices", omitting the word "skilled". The 
"skilled" nursing requirement has been one 
of the main barriers to the provision of 
needed home care to the elderly since it has 
limited benefits to those who are acutely ill 
and need rehabilitation, while denying needed 
benefits to patients whose condition has sta
bilized or who require a somewhat lower level 
of care than that defined as "skilled". 

2. The physician certification requirement 
in the statute for home health services should 
be changed to provide that the need for any 
one of the covered services would qualify the 
person for home health bene·fits, provided 
the services are based on medical need and 
rendered as part of a written care plan ap
proved by a physician. (At present, in order 
for a beneficiary to be eligible for any home 
health benefits, a physician must certify that 
the beneficiary needs either skilled nursing 
care or physical or speech therapy.) 

RECOMMENDATIONS RELATING TO MEDICAID 

With regard to the Medicaid program, the 
Home Health Committee endorses the GAO 
recommendations to improve the administra
tion of the Medicaid home health care bene
fits program by: 

1. Impressing upon the States that home 
health care is generally a less expensive al
ternative to institutional care and is there
fore intended to be used when home health 
care would meet the patient's needs andre~ 
duce costs. 

2. Clarifying for the States the specific 
home health services which are eligible for 
Federal financial participation and define 
these services. 

3. Encouraging the States to establish pay
ment rates for home health care at a level 
that will stimulate greater utilization of 
home health care. 

4. Encouraging and assisting home health 
agencies in their efforts to increase the aware
ness and support of the health field regarding 
Medicaid home health care benefits as an 
alternative to institutional care. 

CONCLUSION 

The Home Health Care Committee urges 
that the Council approve the recommenda
tions herein because of their contribution to 
sound patient care in the home and their 
potential for reducing unnecessary institu
tionalization. 

FOREIGN AID TO DICTATORSHIPS 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I have 

had a number of requests for the testi
mony on foreign aid to authoritarian 
regimes which I presented to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee on July 24. 
I ask unanimous consent that my testi
mony, which includes a list of aid figures 
to some 57 countries governed by re
pressive dictatorships, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

I should note that my testimony was 
presented before the military junta in 
Greece was replaced by the Caraman
lis government. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 
STATEMENT ON FOREIGN AID: TEsTIMONY BE

FORE THE SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS CoM
MITTEE BY SENATOR ALAN CRANSTON 

JULY 24, 1974. 
Mr. Chairman, the Nixon Adininistration 

has requested $7.5 blllion in foreign military 
and economic aid for fiscal 1975. That in
cludes $1.1 blllion in regional and multilat
eral aid and $6.4 billion in direct, bilateral 
atd to 94 countries. 

I strongly favor multilateral aid for hu
manitarian purposes. Multilateral develop-
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ment institutions are in a far better position 
to require conditions for aid than the United 
States. When we do so, our motives are auto
matically suspect and we are open to charges 
of interfering in the domestic affairs of the 
recipient nations. These agencies can insist 
upon political and social initiatives in the 
interest of sound loan management practices. 
And since their goals are concentrated on 
genuine development rather than on short
range U.S. political interests, they have more 
incentive to choose programs that will bene
fit the poorest majority instead of the gov
ernment in power. 

The same is true, it seems to me, for aid 
programs administered by voluntary agen
cies. Those who run the programs are not 
tempted to pull strings for political, diplo
matic or military purposes. I am not suffi
ciently familiar with all the 92 voluntary 
agencies involved in foreign aid programs to 
evaluate the work of each. But I believe that 
many of these agencies are superbly qualified 
to see that aid ends up being used for gen
uinely humanitarian purposes. 

But nearly 80 percent of the direct aid 
money-$5.1 billion-is slated for 57 au
thoritarian governments to underwrite re~ 
pression and militarism abroad while we suf
fer from budget deficits and inflation here 
at home. 

Besides unwittingly subverting the aspira
tions of the very people we're supposed to be 
trying to help, we are mindlessly undermin
ing our own economy. The first step in fight
ing inflation and unbalanced budgets at home 
is for us to stop financing dictatorships 
abroad. 

The fiscal '75 budget deficit is variously 
estimated by Administration officials at from 
$2 to $4 billion, depending on the extent 
to which inflation continues to boost tax 
revenues over expectations. 

Congress could in a single stroke balance 
the federal budget and wipe out a projected 
deficit by wiping out all or most of that $5.1 
billion expenditure . . 

There is a huge backlog of unspent mili
tary aid funds in the pipellne-$11.4 billion 
as of June 30-and it's due to rise to nearly 
$12 billion by the end of this fiscal year. 

I have asked the General Accounting Office 
for a full accounting of this backlog. 

I have also asked the General Accounting 
Office to undertake a comprehensive evalua
tion of the expenditure of the $81 billion 
that the U.S. has given these 57 authori
tarian and dictatorial governments over the 
last 30 years. I realize this is a sweeping 
task. 

Our foreign aid program has become so 
diffuse, so spread out over so many different 
functional areas, that we don't know enough 
about its various parts to evaluate it proper
ly. There are at least 16 major categories in 
AID's budget request, each of which lists 
a number of recipient governments. They 
evaluate the foreign aid program, then, would 
mean multiplying the number of programs 
by the number of recipient governments, 
and then appraising the result of each in
dividual project. 

Clearly the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee h.as neither the time nor the staff to 
conduct this case-by-case probe. All we have 
is AID's word-and AID is, after all, an in
terested party. 

That is why I have asked the GAO to begin 
sifting through the masses of evidence. 

There is also the question of AID's pipe
line. 

I join the Appropriations Committee in 
deploring the Administration's practice of 
alternately inflating and deflating pipeline 
funds to manipulate Congress for additional 
appropriations. But the billions in the pipe
line do give Congress an opportunity to cut 
out new authorizations, leaving room for 
the Administration to continue aid this year 
where it deems necessary. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, foreign aid is one 

of the relatively few controllable iteins in 
the budget. · 

Only $84.4 billion-just 28 percent-of the 
Administration's $305 billion budget is con
trollable, according to Budget Director Roy 
Ash's own estimate. Foreign aid is part of 
that 28 percent. 

Let's face it: If Congress is serious about 
making major cuts to balance the budget, 
foreign aid, especially to authoritarian gov
ernments, is an obvious place to start. 

The 57 authoritarian governments on the 
foreign aid list exert various degrees of 
repression in restricting the liberties of their 
people. 

They range from one man or one-party 
rule to out-and-out police states and 18 gov
ernments which the State Department itself 
classifies as "military dictatorships". 

I have asked Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger to justify in detail the Administra
tion's request. 

I have asked for a country-lby-country 
analysis from A to Z-Afghanistan to Zaire. 

The Administration is asking $2.6 billion in 
m111tary aid to 34 of those countries. But it 
is hard to see how such an expenditure serves 
U.S. national interest as the State Depart
ment claims. 

Take Greece, for example. Some $71 million 
in military aid was scheduled to go to Greece 
before the Administration suspended aid fol
lowing the Cyprus coup. That's in addition to 
$2.3 billion in military aid-and $2 billion in 
economic aid-we have given the Greek gov
ernment over the past 30 years. 

What we, and the Greek people, seem to 
have gotten for our money was a cruel mili
tary dictatorship where once there was a 
flourishing democracy and a near-war be
tween two of our allies. 

Such governments, in my opinion, are an 
unreliable, unsteady foundation on which to 
base the security of our NATO alliance. 

What happened in Greece was not unique. 
Of the $81 billion we have given those 57 
countries around the world since 1945, $34 
billion has been in the form of military aid. 

This aid was intended to help them defend 
themselves against aggression. But many of 
these governments have used American 
money and American supplied weapons to 
terrorize and subjugate their own people. 

This is a perversion of American wealth 
and goodwill. Billions of dollars in tax money 
from workers and businesses in the U.S.-a 
free society-are helping finance the sup
pression of democracy in various parts of the 
so-called non-Communist or Free World. 

I have asked the GAO also to evaluate that 
$81 billion in foreign aid. 

That's equivalent to nearly 20 percent of 
our entire $474 !billion national debt and it's 
about time we found out what we've gotten 
for our money. 

The Administration is also asking another 
$2.5 billion in · economic aid to 53 of these 
authoritarian governments. But much of our 
so-called economic aid is appropriated for 
military or diplomatic reasons rather than 
for humanitarian purposes. For example, 
only one percent-$30 million is for a disaster 
relief contingency fund while $50 million in 
Agency for International Development funds 
is going just for administration. 

Much of the $47 billion in economic aid 
we have sent these countries since 1945 has 
ended up in the banks of the bureaucrats 
and the affiuent instead of in the hands of 
the poverty stricken. 

In 1972 for instance, 99 percent of the 
economic aid program in Chile went for 
operating expenses. Operating expenses that 
year ate up 32 percent of the economic aid 
funds in Liberia, 33 percent in Nepal, 43 
percent in Brazil, 63 percent in Zaire and 
69 percent in Morocco. 

I strongly urge that this Committee rec
ommend substantial reductions in the Ad
ministration's proposed military and eco
nomic aid to the 57 authoritarian govern
ments on the aid list. I believe such action 

would be fiscally feasible, defensively sound 
and economically advisable. 

Mr. Chairman, in evaluating the nature 
of those 57 governments, I used data from 
the Library of Congress, Freedom House, the 
Center for Defense Information and the State 
Department. I request that an exhibit set
ting forth past and proposed aid to those 
governments be printed with my testimony 
in the hearing record. 

Following are the 57 governments and the 
amount of economic (E) and military (M) 
aid in fiscal 1975 they would receive under 
the Nixon proposals, with total aid received 
from 1945-1974 shown in parenthesis: 

Afghanistan, $17 mil.-E ($497 mil.-E); 
$200,000-M ($4.8 mil.-M). 

Algeria, $1.4 mil.-E. ($413 mil.-E). 
Bolivia, $29.5 mil.-E ($642 mil.-E); $6.5 

mil.-M ( $40.2 mil.-M) . 
Brazil, $8.5 mil.-E. ($4.3 bil.-E); $60.8 mil.

M ($431 mil.-M). 
Burma, $5 mil.-E ($110.3 mil.-E); ($80.5 

mil.-M). 
Burundi, $400,000-E ($10 miL-E). 
Cambodia, $187 mil.-E ($576 mil.-E); $363.8 

mil.-M ($751 mil.-M). 
Central Africa Republic, $300,000-E ($8.3 

mil.-E). 
Chad, $400,000-E ($11.2 mil-E). 
Chile, $63.7 mll.-E ($1.49 bil.-E); $21.3 

mll.-M ($185.4 mil.-M). 
Congo (Brazzaville), $400,000-E ($5.1 miL-

E). 
Cyprus, $600,000-E ($32.5 mil.-E). 
Dahomey, $500,000 E ($15 mil.-E). 
Egypt, $253 miL-E ($943.6 mil.-E). 
Ethiopia, $29 mil.-E ($322 mil.-E); $18.9 

mil.-M ($208.8 mil.-M). 
Gabon, $500,000-E ($9.5 mil.-E). 
Ghana, $15.6 mil.-E ($327.7 mil.-E); $70,-

000-M ($300,000-M). 
Greece, $71 1':111.-M ($2.3 bil.-M); ($1.99 

bil.-E). 
Guatemala, $19 mil.-E ($343 mil.-E); $2.4 

mil.-M ($31 mil.-M). 
Guinea, $300,000-E ($107.8 mil.-E); $900,-

000-M). 
Haiti, $10.9 mil.-E ($135 mil.-E; $200,000-M 

($4 mil.-M). 
Honduras, $23.5 mil.-E ($161 mil.-E); $4.7 

mil.-M ($11 mil.-M). 
Indonesia, $192.5 mil.-E ($2.8 bil.-E); $28.9 

mil.-M ($179.4 mil.-M). 
Iran, $1.6 mil.-E ($1.7 bU.-E); ($1.4 bll.-M). 
Ivory Coast, $1.2 mil.-E ($114 mll.-E); 

( $100,000-M) . 
Jordan, $88.5 mil.-E (080.5 mil.-E); $149.2 

mil.-M ($277 mil.-M). 
Korea, $182.1 mil.-E ($5.96 bU.-E); $234.3 

mil.-M ($6.2 bil.-M). 
Lesotho, $1.7 mil.-E ($15.5 mil.-E). 
Liberia, $9 mil.-E ($236.7 mil.-E); $600,-

000-M ($11.7 mil.-M). 
Malawi, $400,000-E ($10.4 miL-E). 
Mali, $1.2 mil.-E ($38.4 mil.-E); $50,000-M 

($3.4 mil.-M). 
Mauritania, $300,000-E ($7.9 mll.-E). 
Morocco, $34.3 mil.-E (891.3 mil.-E); $14.9 

mil.-M ($113.3 mil.-M). 
Nepal, $7 mil.-E ($163.2 mil.-E); $40,000-M 

($1.9 mil.-M). 
Nicaragua, $29.1 mil.-E ($229.6 mil.-E); 

$4.5 mil.-M ($17.4 mil.-M). 
Niger, $2 miL-E ($26 mil.-E); ($100,000-M). 
Nigeria, $6.1 mil.-E ($440 mil.-E); ($1.8 

mil.-M). 
Oman, $200,000-E. 
Pakistan, $122.8 mil.-E ($4.4 bil.-E); $300,-

000-M ( $696 mil.-M) . 
Panama, $21.7 mil.-E ($398 mil.-E); $600,-

000-M ($6.8 mil.-M). 
Paraguay, $5.4 mil.-E ($175 mil.-E); $2.4 

mil.-M ($17.8 mil.-M). 
Peru, $17.3 mil.-E ($801.3 mil.-E); $21.3 

mil.-M ($143.8 mil.-M). 
Philippines, $78.3 mil.-E ($2 bil.-E); $25.4 

mil.-M ($728.6 mil.-M). 
Portugal, ($239.8 mil.-E); $900,000-M 

($345.7 mil.-M). . 
Rwanda, $2.9 mil.-E ($84 mil.-E). 
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Saudi Arabia, ($70.4 mll.-E); $200,000-M 

( $295 mU.-M) . 
Senegal, $1.8 mil.-E ( 43.8 mll.-E); $30,000-

M { $2.8 mU.-M). 
South Vietnam, $.911.6 miL-E ($6.7 bil.-E); 

$1.5 Oil.-M ($15.6 bU.-M). 
Spain, $3 mll.-E ($2.3 bU.-E); $1.6 mil.-M 

($844.3 mil.-M). 
Sudan, $15.9 mil.-E ( $140.6 miL-E) ; $50,-

000-M ($2.2 mil.-M). 
Tatwan, ($2.76 bU.-E); $80.4 mil.-M ($3.4 

bll.-M). 
Tanzania, $12.1 mil.-E ($88.7 mil.-E). 
Togo, $2.1 mil.-E ($21.4 mil.-E). 
Tunisia, $17.5 miL-E ($773 mil.-E); $3.9 

mil.-M (048 mil.-M). 
Upper Volta, $2.2 miL-E ($25.2 miL-E); 

($100,000-M). 
Uruguay, $800,000-E ($157.3 miL-E); $4.7 

mU.-M ($60.6 mil.-M). 
Zaire. $11.5 mil.-E ($50 mll.-E); $3.8 mU.-M 

($50 mU.-M) . 

PRESIDENTIAL WAIVER OF RE
QUIREMENT TO CUT OFF AID TO 
TURKEY WOULD BE IMPROPER 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I have 

been hearing disturbing reports that the 
Secretary of State will recommend to the 
President that he waive the provisions of 
the Foreign Assistance Act which re
quire him to stop any further military 
assistance to Turkey. It has been re
ported that President Ford will attempt 
to "sell" the waiver to the congressional 
leadership before arriving at a final deci
sion. 

I would like to make some observations 
with regard to the waiver authority 
vested in the President under section 
614(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act. I 
would hope that my colleagues would 
consider these points before making any 
commitment to support such a waiver. 

First, there can be no doubt that mil
itary assistance provided under the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 and military 
sales authorized by the Foreign Military 
Sales Act are intended for the sole and 
exclusive purpose of permitting recipi
ent nations to defend themselves against 
aggression. This interpretation is sup
ported by a strongly worded legal opin
ion provided to me by the Library of 
Congress. The use of U.S. arms for ag
gressive purposes is strictly prohibited 
and would be in substantial violation of 
the provisions and purposes of the For
eign Assistance Act and any agreement 
entered into pursuant to that act. 

While in some cases the application of 
statutes may be somewhat subjective due 
to inadequate precedents or legislative 
definitions, such is not the case in the 
application of the Foreign Assistance Act 
in the Cyprus situation. The specific case 
of a Turkish intervention in Cyprus was 
cited by the President of the United 
States as a substantial violatior.. of our 
agreement with that country. This cita
tion was, of course, made in the 1964 
letter from President Johnson to the 
Prime Minister of Turkey when he 
warned that our arms could not be used 
for an intervention in Cyprus. 

Mr. President, it is true that Congress 
has given the President the special au
thority under section 614(a) to furnish 
assistance to any nation "when the Pres
ident determines that such authoriza
tion is important to the security of the 
United States." But that is not the only 

CXX--1940-Part 23 

decision the President must make. He 
must also determine that the furnish
ing of such assistance must be "in fur
therance of any of the purposes of such 
Acts." 

Mr. President, what are the purposes 
of the acts which authorize military 
assistance? According to the Library of 
Congress-

u.s. military aid is intended for the sole and 
exclusive purpose of permitting recipients to 
defe:1d themselves against aggression ... 

The Library concluded its memoran
G.~m with the following statement: 

Use of articles and services for other 
than defensive purposes, i.e. for aggressive 
purposes, is barred by law. 

It is also important to note that the 
statement of policy contained under 
title II of the Foreign Assistance Act 
states: 

It remains the policy of the United States 
to continue to exert maximum efforts to .. . 
control weapons of mass destruction .. . 
under adequate safeguards to protect com
plying countries against violation and 
evasion. 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States can waive the provisions 
of the Foreign Assistance Act which 
require him to cut off aid to a violating 
nation, but that waiver must also fur
ther the purposes for which the United 
States provides military assistance. It 
is clear that the military intervention by 
Turkey in Cyprus cannot legitimately 
fall in that category. 

There were two articles in the New 
York Times this morning which I would 
recommend to my colleagues. One dis
cussed the concern of the Pentagon and 
the State Department that if the United 
States were requir-ed by law to remove 
nuclear warheads from Greece, then 
Greece may be provoked to withdraw 
totally from the NATO alliance. The 
other story discussed the travels of 
Greek Foreign Minister George Ma vros 
and his expected meeting with Secretary 
Kissinger later this month. That article 
indicated that Greek-American relations 
might be improving. 

Mr. President, if the State Depart
ment's fear that a removal of nuclear 
warheads from Greece might provoke a 
total Greek withdrawal from NATO is 
accurate, what effect might a determina
tion by the President that continued 
military aid to Turkey is "important to 
the security of the United States" have 
on our relations with Greece? I would 
hesitate to take a position on whether 
Turkey or Greece is more important to 
our security, but it seems obvious that 
risking the total withdrawal of Greece 
from NATO cannot be in our national 
interest. 

If we are to continue improving our 
relations with Greece, we must demon
strate to that nation that the United 
States does not furnish arms to Turkey 
to assist that nation in aggression. And 
we must put Turkey on notice that 
the laws of the United States must be 
implemented even when they seem to 
conflict with our policy toward that 
nation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous c:m
sent that the New York Times articles 
to which I referred, "U.S. Weighs Status 

of Nuclear Warheads in Greece" and 
"Greek Aide Plans to See Kissinger," and 
the Washington Star-News article by 
Oswald Johnson, "Turkey Aid Poses 
Legal Problem," be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows: · 
(From the New York Times, Sept. 11, 1974] 
UNITED STATES WEIGHS STATUS OF NUCLEAR 

WARHEADS IN GREECE 
(By Leslie H. Gelb) 

WASHINGTON, September 10.-Qfficials in 
both the Pentagon and the State Depart
ment are debating whether to leave Ameri
can nuclear warheads in Greece. Officials 
agree that legally they should have been 
removed when the Greeks withdrew from 
the military command of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. 

There are no immediate plans, the officials 
said, to remove the weapons for fear of pro
voking a total Greek withdrawal from the 
alliance. On Aug. 30, Athens told the other 
members that it wanted to begin talks on 
the future of foreign military installations 
in Greece. 

There is little disagreement within the 
United States Government that the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 and related secret bi
lateral arrangements now require the re
moval of the warheads from Greek territory. 

LEGAL ASPECT SUBORDINATE 
There is considerable disagreement, how

ever, on whether to adhere to this, the legal 
question being subordinate to broader policy 
concerns. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, backed by Secre
tary of State Kissinger's aide, Helmut Son
nenfeldt, contend that removal would drive 
Greece further from the North Atlantic fold. 
Pentagon civilian leaders, supported by 
other State Department officials, counter 
that the present situation is dangerous as 
well as illegal. 

Officially the United States sees no basic 
change in its military relationships with 
Greece. 

Privately, the policy is to take no action 
on the warheads and to search for a new 
legal basis to maintain the status quo. 

On the related question of the legality of 
continued military aid to Turkey, a Gongress
sional source said Mr. Kissinger had recom
mended to President Ford that he use his 
Presidential waiver authority to justify fur
ther ald. 

CHARGE BY SENATORS 
Senator Thomas F. Eagleton, Democrat of 

Missouri, and other Senators contend that 
aid to Turkey is illegal under the terms of 
the Foreign Assistance Act because of the 
use of American weapons in the Cyprus 
conflict. 

The State Department has said no decision 
has been reached on this subject and Mr. 
Ford is expected to meet with Congressional 
leaders soon to review the matter. 

Section 144(B) of the Atomic Energy Act 
provides for sharing nuclear information and 
weapons only "pursuant to an international 
arrangement by substantial and material 
contributions to the mutual defense and se
curity." Another section defines these ar
rangements as formal agreements approved 
by Congress. 

The provision of tactical nuclear warheads 
to allied nations for training purposes re
quired additional bilateral agreements. 

FRENCH PRECEDENT RECALLED 
In the case of the Atlantic alllance, the bi

lateral arrangement stipulates that the 
forces of the recipient nation must be de
ployed in accordance with plans worked out 
by the integrated military command. 

When President De Gaulle renounced 
French participation in the command in 
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1966, officials related, the Johnson Adminis
tration decided that there was no longer any 
legal basis for cooperating with France in a 
nuclear weapons program. 

The same issue arose Aug. 14 when the 
Greek Government announced that its armed 
forces were to be withdrawn. from the al
liance. 

Some State Department officials said "it 
could be argued" that the warheads could 
remain in Greece legally so long as they were 
in sole American custody. 

Most other officials s.nd lawyers, however, 
said the legal precedent was clear. One Pen
tagon official said, "if we did it with the 
French, how can we not and why should 
we not do it with the Greeks?" 

A State Department official said "once 
Athens pulled out of the integrated mili
tary command, there can be no program." An 
official of the Atomic Energy Commission said 
that the Atomic Energy Act was "designed 
to provide for an effective cooperative ar
rangement, and having the weapons remain 
in sole United States control in Greece is not 
effective or cooperative." 

Nuclear warheads have been removed from 
Greek and Turkish aircraft and placed in 
American custody, officials confirmed. Tech
nical control always rests with the United 
States. 

Mr. Sonnenfeldt and the American mili
tary want to ride along with the present sit
uation. They maintain, according to officials, 
that to remove the warheads would be to 
read the Greeks out of the alllance. Their 
reasoning, the officials explained, is that re
moval would "rock the boat" politically in 
Athens and force Premier Constantine Cara
manlis to back up his words with deeds by 
actually withdrawing Greek military person
nel and facilities from the operations of the 
alliance. 

As of now, the officials related, Greek offi
cers continue to sit at their desks in NATO 
headquarters in Brussels and American air
craft are still being refueled in Greek bases. 

The civilian leadership in the Pentagon 
and some State Department officials also 
want Greece to return formally to the al
liance's military command. In their view, 
however, the military situation between the 
Greeks and the Turks is unstable, and the 
continued safety of the nuclear warheads 
cannot be guaranteed. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 11, 1974] 
GREEK AIDE PLANS TO SEE KISSINGER 

BoNN, September 10.-George Mavros, the 
Greek Foreign Minister, said in an informal 
ccnversation here today that he expected to 
meet with Secretary of State Kissinger in the 
United States later this month to discuss a 
possible new American initiative in the 
Cyprus crisis. 

Mr. Mavros, speaking after a news confer
ence at the end of a two-day visit here, said 
he would be going to New York for the 
United Nations General Assembly, opening 
Sept. 17, and expected to see Mr. Kissinger 
either there or in Washington. 

He gave no details of what initiative the 
Americans might have in mind. But the tone 
of his remarks indicated that relations be
tween Greece and the United States, soured 
since the Greek military withdrawal from the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization last 
month, might be improving. 

OFFER REBUFFED 

After the collapse of the three-power 
Geneva talks on Cyprus involving Mr. Mavros 
and the Foreign Ministers of Turkey and 
Britain last month, Mr. Kissinger offered to 
mediate, but was rebuffed by Greece. Premier 
Constantine Caramanlis refused an invita
tion to come to Washington at that time. 

This morning, Mr. Mavros met with Chan
cellor Helmut Schmidt and with his prede
cessor, Willy Brandt, later. Mr. Brandt ac
cepted an invitation to visit Greece. Mr. 

Mavros then went to Brussels, where he is 
understood to be seeking a two-year loan of 
$800-million from the European Economic 
community. Yesterday, West Germany, 
granted the equivalent of $70-mlllion, to be 
spread over the next three years. 

Mr. Mavros confirmed that he had also 
discussed the NATO issue with Mr. Schmidt. 
"The Germans have their own views, but a 
return to the NATO military alliance is out 
of the question for us,' he told reporters 
here. 

He said he had called on Mr. Schmidt and 
on the French Prime Minister, Jacques 
Chirac, whom he saw last week, to play a 
greater European role in the Cyprus crisis. 
By this he apparently meant putting pres
sure on Turkey to withdraw her troops from 
the northern part of the island. 

EUROPEAN INTERESTS CITED 

"It is too bad that Europe isn't organized 
well enough to speak with one voice in for
eign affairs," Mr. Mavros said at the news 
conference. "Cyprus is par excellence a Euro
pean concern and coordinated pressure of the 
nine European powers for restoration of con
stitutional order in a region encompassing 
such important European interests could 
perhaps bring about a result." 

The Foreign Minister spoke in German, 
French, English, Italian, and Greek. 

When he was asked, after the news con
ference, whether Mr. Schmidt or Mr. Chirac 
had indicated willingness to plan a greater 
role, Mr. Mavros said: "Yes, it could be very 
useful to bring the pressure of united Euro
pean public opinion to bear against Ankara. 
Mr. Schmidt said he'd be wllling to offer his 
good offices in any way that would be useful, 
and Kissinger is also getting something new 
going in the next few weeks. I'm probably 
going to see him in New York, or in Wash
ington, to talk about it in the next few 
weeks." 

American Embassy officials here said they 
knew of no plans for a meeting or of any 
American initiative. "I suspect we've been 
working quietly to try to arrange something, 
but I'm not aware of anything definite," one 
spokesman said. 

(From the Washington Star-News, Sept. 10, 
1974] 

TURKEY AID POSES LEGAL PROBLEM 

(By Osward Johnston) 
Afte·r weeks of temporizing, the Ford ad

ministration is nearing a moment of reckon
ing on the politically loaded question of 
continuing military aid to Turkey after the 
Turkish invasion of Cyprus nearly two 
month ago. The outcome may prove a deep 
embarrassment. 

In Congress, a movement is gathering 
force to cut off all of the $209 mlllion in 
military aid earmarked for Ankara this year. 
Opponents were bolstered today by a Li
brary of Congress legal opinion maintain
ing that continuing aid after the July 20 
invasion violates congressional limits on U.S. 
aid programs. 

At the same time, according to informed 
sources, Secretary of State Henry A. Kissin
ger's own legal staff has come up with a still 
unpublished legal opinion which, 1! accepted 
within the administration, would sharply 
curtail the policy of continutng aid to Tur
key. 

A legal study has been underway at State 
ever since Kissinger, responding to a critical 
questioner at a news conference Aug. 19, 
conceded that the legality of continued 
military aid to Turkey would have to be 
studied. Up to that time, the decision to con
tinue aid after the July 20 invasion had been 
based on other policy criteria, Kissinger ex
plained. 

Since the news conference, department 
officials have declined any public discus
sion of the issue, except to say it 1s a 
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"complex, complicated matter" that is under 
study. 

The study is being conducted under the 
aegis of Carlyle E. Maw, undersecretary of 
state for security assistance, who until a. 
few months ago was legal adviser to the 
State Department and who, in private life. 
has served as Kissinger's private counsel. 

Maw declined yesterday to respond to ques
tions relating to the study. But an authori
tative official disclosed that Maw late last 
month rejected an early draft of the legal 
study as "incomplete . . . not adequate . . . 
to hasty a job." 

According to a variety of sources close to 
the department, an early draft of the study 
and a later version which the legal staff is 
still working on concluded that continued 
U.S. aid to Turkey without a special presi
dential intervention violates both the letter 
and the spirit of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. Under that law, m111tary aid is 
limited to purposes of self -defense or to 
participation in regional defensive alliances 
such as NATO. 

According to this in-house reading, the 
only justification for continued aid to Tur
key would be a narrowly circumscribed loop
hole in the law. This waiver· clause would 
empower Ford to authorize up to $50 million 
a year in aid to a nation making aggressive 
war "when the President determines that 
such authorization is important to the se
curity of the United States." 

Congressional sources speculated privately 
that a presidential appeal to "national se
curity" on this issue would aggrevate still 
further the strained U.S. relationship with 
Greece, which has announced withdrawal 
from NATO over the Cyprus issue and is 
threatening to take over U.S. military bases. 

State Department spokesman Robert 
Anderson acknowledged', however, that Kis
singer met Saturday with Maw and other 
top advisers to discuss the issue. Kissinger 
will raise the question with Ford in the next 
few days, Anderson said, and Ford himself 
would soon be conferring with congressional 
leaders. 

Congress is definitely shaping up to be a 
problem for the administration. The seven
page Library of Congress opinion delivered 
today unequivocally comes down on the side 
of a rigid congressional prohibition against 
supplying arms for purposes unrelated to 
national self-defense or regional defense. 

"That U.S. military aid is intended for the 
sole and exclusive purpose of permitting the 
recipients to defend themselves against ag
gression ... seems to permeate the laws 
governing this matter," the opinion declares. 
"The principal purpose of U.S. military aid 
was intended for defensive, rather than ag
gressive purposes." 

Accordingly, the opinion concludes that it 
is "beyond debate" that U.S. m111tary aid "is 
intended for defensive purposes exclu
sively ... " Further, that use of u.s. military 
supplies "for other than defensive pur
poses ... is barred by law." 

The opinion was prepared at the request 
of Sen. Thomas F. Eagleton, D-Mo., who last 
week issued a statement denouncing con
tinued aid to Turkey as a violation of the 
law. Eagleton has also proposed a Senate 
resolution against the aid policy, claiming 
that the U.S.-Turkish bilateral aid agree
ment of 1947 was directly violated by the 
Turkish invasion of Cyprus. 

Amendments to the current Foreign As
sistance Act which would summarily cut off 
aid to Turkey are now pending in both 
houses. 

CONDOMINIUM DEVELOPMENT 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the condo

minium development and conversion in 
some areas achieved a growth and im
petus which has startled States and 
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counties into actiOn. Localities have be
gun to wrestle with the social and legal 
implications of the condominium type of 
ownership. 

At first blush, the solutions seem rela
tively simple, but further readings and 
research bring a recognition that dif
ferent kinds of issues are presented 
throughout the condominium process, es
pecially in the process of converting 
rental apartments into condominiums. 
There are issues such as the rights of 
tenants who have rented in a complex 
for a number of years versus the property 
managers' rights to sell, manage, and de
velop his property freely. There are is
sues in deciding how comprehensive na
tional legislation should be, and what 
route it should take in developing guide
lines. 

Since the issues involving condomin
iums have emerged, progress has been 
made in the nature of a disclosure bill 
which I have introduced, S. 3658, and 
recognition that action should be taken 
is evident. The Federal Trade Commis
sion has begun a nationwide investiga
tion of the development and manage
ment of residential condominiums. The 
whole condominium issue is ripe for 
study, and needed to establish guidelines 
for the public. David Wolfe, in an ar
ticle which was printed in Potomac mag
azine, a feature of Sunday editions of the 
Washington Post, for July 28, 1974 point
ed out thatr-

The condominium concept also has a ma
jor value and attraction to the millions of 
families whose only present hope for owner
ship is within the range of the lower priced 
condominium apartments and townhouses. 

The National Association of Home 
Builders says condominium starts will 
increase 4 percent from a year ago to 
230,000 individual units, the condomin
ium buyers require protection and regu
lation as they purchase this investment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of two articles by Wal
ter Rugaber of the New York Times ex
plaining the legal ramifications of con
dominiums, and the article by David 
Wolfe, highlighting important aspects of 
condominium development, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

(From the New York Times, July 4, 1974] 
FTC PLANS STUDY ON CONDOMINIUMS 

(By Walter Rugaber) 
WASHINGTON, July 4.-The Federal Trade 

Commission announced today that it would 
undertake a nationwide investigation of the 
development and management of residential 
condominiums. 

In a statement, the commission said that 
it hoped to learn whether companies that 
build, sell or operate condominiums "have 
been or are engaging in unfair or deceptive 
practices in connection with those activi
ties." 

The industrywide investigation could lead 
not only to legal action against individual 
concerns but also to the imposition of broad 
Federal regulation in the form of commission 
guidelines for condominium operations. 

FLORIDA ABUSES STUDIED 
The inquiry itself is a significant step, fol' 

the Government has largely ignored con
sumer problems in the condominium field 
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despite forecasts that within 20 years half 
the population will live in such housing. 

General investigations by the commission 
are somewhat rare. There are probably no 
more than a dozen under way now, an official 
said, and they refiect the agency's priority in
terests. 

The agency staff has been conducting an 
exploratory investigation of condominium 
abuses in Florida, and the announcement to
day indicates that it turned up enough to 
persuade the commission to authorize a 
study in depth. 

While the investigators have examined ad
vertisements for condominium offerings in 
other states, commission sources suggested 
that the investigation would concentrate, at 
least initially, on developments in Florida. 

"It won't be confined to Florida," one 
official said, "but Florida does lead the na
tion in the number of condominium units, 
and I think it's logical to give it the primary 
share of our attention." 

RENTAL REQUmEMENTS 
Two problems, common in Florida, are 

known to have specifically attracted the 
commission's interest. 

One involves agreements under which cer
tain companies must be hired to manage 
buildings, sometimes at excessive fees. 

Another involves long-term leases under 
which owners of condominium apartments 
must rent swimming pools and other recrea
tional fac111ties, sometimes for substantial 
sums and sometimes for as long as 99 years. 

Critics often complain that these prac
tices enable developers to offer units at de
ceptively low prices. While the developers can 
later recover their >sts by charging high 
fees, consumers can find it difficult to pay 
the fees. 

Many builders avoid such practices. Others 
argue that they are justified, but an official 
of the commission suggested it was "a very 
major potential deception" when a buyer 
failed to acquire complete ownership. 

CONVERSION UNDER INQUmY 
The announcement today specified that the 

commission would also investigate the con
version of rental apartments to condomin
iums, an accelerating trend highly unpopular 
among tenants who do not want to buy their 
homes. 

It was unclear how extensively the agency 
would look into the practice of conversion. 
An official said that, while "it's within the 
scope of the investigation, how much effort 
we can make lis uncertain." 

It was not clear why the commission made 
the announcement today, a holiday, but it is 
not unusual for governmental agencies to 
delay announcement of decisions for a day 
or longer. 

The owner of a condominium holds abso
lute title to his individual living unit and 
joint ownership of all the common areas of 
the development, such as hallways, elevators, 
and recreational facUlties. 

The commission investigation is the latest 
in a series of developments promising in
creased Federal interest in condominiums, 
which are almost entirely unregulated in all 
but a few states. 

In an action late last month, the House of 
Representatives approved an amendment to 
the Housing and Urban Development Act 
that would authorize a Government study of 
consumer problems with condominiums. 

BILLS BEFORE CONGRESS 
The legislation, sponsored by Representa

tive Benjamin S. Rosenthal, Democrat of 
Queens, would require the secretary of Hous
ing and Urban Development to report find
Ings and recommendations within a year. 

BUls involving extensive Federal regula
tion have been introduced in both houses, by 
Representative Cardiss Collins, Democrat of 

nunois, and by Senator Joseph R. Biden Jr., 
Democrat of Delaware. 

Both proposals would require condomin
ium developers to register their projects with 
the Department ot Housing and Urban Devel
opment and to make full disclosure of the 
provisions of each sale. 

The measure offered by Mrs. Collins would 
also require 50 per cent of the tenants to 
agree to buy their units or to move out be
fore an owner could convert a building into 
a condominium. 

(From the New York Times, Sept. 6, 1974] 
STATE OF FLORIDA FILES CHARGES AGAINST 

CONDOMINIUM DEVELOPER 
(By Walter Rugaber) 

TALLAHASSEE, FLA., September 5.-The state 
of Florida filed charges today against one of 
its biggest condominium developers in an ef
fort to break controversial recreation leases 
that cost consumers millions of dollars a 
year. 

Robert L. Shevin, Florida's Attorney Gen
eral, described the action as "very much a 
test case" aimed at ending the lease arrange
ments associated with most of the estimated 
250,000 condominium units in the state. 

The case is important nationally because 
of Florida's position as a condominium pio
neer and because an investigation by the 
Federal Trade Commission 1S understood to 
center on the same issues raised today. 

Mr. Shevin contended that developers who 
invest perhaps $2-million in recreation fa
cilities would typically reap what he called 
an "unconscionable" windfall profit of be
tween $3-million and $6-million annually 
for as long as 99 years. 

Each condominium owner is required to 
pay the fees even if the facilities are not 
used. Many purchasers have asserted that the 
lease, which commonly includes an escalator 
clause tied to the cost of living, was not dis
closed before their purchase. 

These and other factors have made the 
recreation arrangements a highly charged 
issue here for several years. While the leases 
are most popular in Florida, they have turned 
up in other states as condominium housing 
spread. 

Condominiums, in which a person holds 
title to his apartment and a joint interest in 
such common elements as elevators and 
greenswards, made up 84 per cent of the 
housing built in South Florida last year. 

The state cited the developers of two huge 
complexes called Century Village. One, in 
West Palm Beach, contains more than 7,800 
units. The other, under construction in Deer
field Beach, will have more than 8,000 apart
ments. 

Buyers at both places are required to sign 
99-year leases for such facilities as swimming 
pools, gymnasiums and bllliard rooms. Fail
ure to make payment on the lease is a ground 
for the developers to attempt to foreclose on 
the owner's apartment. 

Mr. Shevin contends that when the more 
than 15,800 units in both Century Village 
complexes are sold, the developers will re
ceive lease payments of more than $12-mil
lion a year, or more than $1.1-billion over 
the 99-year term. 

H. Irwin Levy of Palm Beach, the presi
dent of the development concern, was re
ported to be out of town and could not be 
reached for comment on the state's charges. 
A spokesman said there would be no imme
diate comment. 

Developers generally have defended the 
leases on the ground that it allows them to 
offer lower prices because they can fall back 
on the lease payments. 

Mr. Shevin's charges were brought as an 
administrative proceeding under the state's 
"little F.T.C. act," a statute patterned after 
the Federal Trade Commission law. The case 
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was prepared by Rod Tennyson, an assistant 
Attorney General. 

The developers were accused of restrain
ing trade "because they preclude condo
minium buyers from exercising their own 
free choice in selecting other recreational 
services" and bar competitors from offering 
such facilities. 

The state also maintained that the leases 
were an unfair practice because they forced 
condominium owners to pay "fees which are 
higher and more restrictive than the same 
services that would be available in a free 
enterprise market." 

[From the Washington Post Potomac 
Magazine, July 28, 1974] 

CONDOMINIUM OWNERSHIP INCREASES 

For more than ten years the percentage of 
Americans living in their own homes has 
been stable at about 64 per cent, culminating 
a rise during the 1940s and 1950s when the 
advantages of FHA and VA financing, partic
ularly the low down payments, made it pos
sible for more medium and low-income fam
tlies to buy their own houses with favorable 
mortgage terms. 

But now new trend toward condominium 
ownership of individual dwelllngs in multi
family (mostly garden and high-rise apart
ments) has increased the prospect for an 
even greater segment of the American public 
to live in their own homes and have their 
own deeds, property tax bills, mortgages and 
right to occupancy. 

This metropolitan Washington area is 
sharing that trend to condo ownership and, 
in fact, may be one of the nation's leaders 
in the major Condo Movement that is like
ly to make the 1970s known as the Decade 
of the Condo. 

For instance, statistics already indicate 
that there will be more than 30,000 individ
ual condominium units on the market in 
this area this year and that nearly 50 per 
cent of all residential construction wlll be 
sold as condominiums. 

Only a few years ago relatively few realty 
professionals could define a condominium, 
which is basically a Latin word meaning joint 
ownership or control. 

The Department of Housing and Urban 
Development uses this definition: "In a con
dominium, an individual owns separately one 
or more dwelling units in a multiunit proj
ect. He and the owners of the other units 
have an undivided interest in the common 
areas which include such elements as lands, 
roofs, floors, main walls, stairways, lobbies, 
halls, parking spaces and community and 
commercial facilities." 

All of which means simply that the con
dominium buyer owns his own apartment or 
townhouse and that he and the other owners 
have a common ownership percentage (based 
on the price paid for the individual unit) of 
the common areas-and also the responsibil
ity for maintenance thereof. 

And, of course, the condominium, which is 
common in Europe and Central and South 
America, is basically different from the co
operative form of ownership (used at the 
famed Watergate and the older Westchester 
apartments in Northwest). In a co-operative, 
or co-op as they are known, individual mem
bers own stock or membership in the co-op 
and are thus entitled, according to terms 
and price, to occupancy in one of the units. 
But the co-operative association actually 
owns the apartment and has certain rights 
in resales and also has one total tax b111, one 
total mortgage and one deed. It's sort of sim
ilar to club owners}lip. 

However, the condominium owner has the 
same tax benefits as a conventional home
owner, wherein income tax laws permit de
ductions for real estate taxes and mortgage 
interest paid during the taxable year. But 
IRS has re·cently placed most of the home 
owner associations, which handle mainte
nance of common areas, under its tax sway. 
And the condo owner who rents out his unit 

has to yield to other IRS rules governing 
that aspect. 

From the point of view of the prospective 
purchaser of a dwelling, the Washington 
area condominium marketplace offers a 
broad range of choice. The variety of offer
ings include both new and converted high
rise apartment buildings with units ranging 
from one-room efficiencies to almost as many 
rooms as the pocketbook can handle. Some 
luxury buildings have units with four or five 
bedrooms, even separate rooms for live-in 
domestic help. And some of the prices for 
the poshest, best-located units with space 
comparable to those in a large single house 
range to about $200,000. 

On the other hand, one of the best features 
of the growing condo marketplace is that it 
also has offerings of small apartments in 
garden (walk-up, low-rise) complexes-both 
new and converted-for less than $30,000. 
And a family can find a three-bedroom 
garden unit priced about $40,000, most likely 
in a project that has been converted from 
rental to condominium ownership. 

This is an advantage for the low-medium
income couple or family or individual whose 
income and financial position does not make 
him, her or them likely candidates for a 
single family house in the now common 
$50,000-up range or even the two- or three
story townhouse (probably a condo) riow 
mostly priced well over $40,000 and often 
offered in the area over $75,000. 

Ten years ago, before the onset of many 
townhouse and quadraplexes (four units in 
one large house) , the newly married couple 
anticipating a first or second child and a 
desire for a "place of their own" would have 
looked for a small rambler or Cape Cod in 
a major housing development 20 to 30 miles 
from the White House. Today that couple or 
two persons who have decided to live to
gether might more likely be shopping for a 
two-bedroom converted condo. 

Prospective condominium buyers, not un
like shoppers for new or resale single houses, 
must be prepared to ask meaningful ques
tions and collect pertinent data from the 
offerings within their price range. 

One major aspect in selecting a condo unit, 
according to Edmunch I. Flynn, a veteran in 
both coop and more recently condo sales, is 
for the prospective buyer to be certain that 
the ownership includes the land under the 
complex. 

A few of the area condos and co-ops have 
been built on ground-lease land. It is gen
erally regarded that ownership of the land 
under a project is a better, if slightly more 
expensive choice. Why: Simply because the 
land tends to increase in value more than the 
physical property built on it. For instance, 
the life expectancy of most residential units 
is about 50 years. But at the end of these 50 
years, the buildings may be outmoded and 
worth less. 

However, it is most likely that the land 
will be at least may be worth up to $150 a 
square foot if it is to be used for downtown 
office building or up to $25 to 50 a square foot 
if it is to be used for a new commercial or 
high-density residential project after the 
buildings on it are razed. 

Additionally, attorney Benny L. Kass, who 
has been active in consumer movements, has 
urged prospective condo buyers to check the 
reputation of the developer of a new condo 
project and to get assurance on the projected 
delivery timetable and to be certain to get 
the facts on available parking and what it 
will cost. 

If the condo purchase is to be made in a 
conversion buildings, which could be a few 
years old or 40 years old, the buyer 1s advised 
to inspect the condition certificates, reports 
made by independent engineering firms, and 
also to get in writing the seller or converter's 
assurance and liability for work done and 
condition of boilers, roofs, air conditioning 
and plumbing and electrical system. 

Also strategically important .to the condo 
buyer in a new or converted building, are 

the master deed or the "declaration," and the 
bylaws which will govern these operating pro
cedures and management. Most professionals 
agree that management of a larger-more 
than 20 or 30 units-is best handled by a pro
fessional firm. But owners should keep tabs 
on the management and have the right to 
review or cancel the contract, depending on 
service and performance-and costs. The 
monthly fee for management usually ranges 
upward from about $40. 

If you own a pet, you will want to know 
the pet policy or you may be interested in 
amenities such as the pool tennis courts and 
saunas. Will you have to pay extra-and does 
the developer turn all those facilities over to 
the owners. The sales contract is a key doc
ument and you should take several days to 
study it carefully or let your lawyer have 
a chance to give an opinion. 

The budget covering maintenance and op
eration should be substantiated and there 
should be a cash reserve fun established for 
major replacement items or improvements. 
All buyers also should obtain a solid fix on 
closing costs and their breakdown and not 
be reluctant to question anything that seems 
to be excessive or unusual ... before signing 
the sales contract. 

During the recent condominium boom, 
particularly in Florida, there have been con
sumer complaints concerning both selling 
practices and the lack of regulation of the 
developers. However, Florida has tightened 
its laws and recently the State of Virginia 
adopted a new condo law. And, early in June, 
the Montgomery County Council passed what 
is regarded as a tough bill to protect condo 
buyers ... beyond the Maryland law on 
condos. 

Meanwhile, too, the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development has been study
ing "the rising number of condo develop
ments and conversions, most of which are 
outside the FHA enabling regulations that 
were passed in 1961. That's simply because 
most of the condo financing has been done 
rather than FHA or VA. 

In Virginia, where the condominium trend 
has been strongly evident in the landmark 
area of South Alexandria, the Virginia Con
dominium Act has been dubbed "the first 
of a new generation of condominium laws" 
by Stephen G. Johnakin, a legal staffer with 
Lawyers Title Insurance Corp. 

He has pointed out that an attorney now 
can draft a set of legal documents under 
the new law and make them understandable 
to a prospective purchaser of a condominium. 
Because the basic condominium documents 
are in the new Virginia law, they do not have 
to be repeated in the documents used to set 
up procedures for each new condo com
munity. 

David B. Wolfe, who has been running a 
business of helping and handling the affairs 
of condo community owner associations, has 
also pointed out that the new Virginia law 
enables a builder to develop a condominium 
project in planned increments and thus not 
have to decide at the outset the total number 
of units and their exact dimensions. 

Wolfe commented that the builder could 
not previously change his design plan if he 
had misjudged the market-as he could do 
when building regular subdivision communi
ties of single houses and townhouses in small 
sections. And the consumer interest was also 
endangered because he and other new owners 
were forced into higher assessments to cover 
common maintenance costs if the project did 
not sen out on schedule. 

The Virginia condo law protects the buyer 
in that any planned improvements "not yet 
begun or not yet completed" must be so stip
ulated before title can be transferred to a 
buyer. The buyer also must receive warranties 
for both his individual unit and for the com
mon elements in which he holds an owner
ship share. 

In regard to resale of condominium units, 
a factor that has had relatively little ex
perience to date in the area marketpla.ce, the 

. 
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Virginia law states that the seller of a ::-e
sale condo must make available to the new 
purchaser the same basic information ~hat 
the original developer had to provide . 
such as operating costs and capital position 
of the owner association to which the new 
buyer will belong. Another stipulation re
quires disclosure of whether the seller is up 
to date on the payment of his assessments 
before the sale. 

The new Virginia legislation on condos has 
been placed under the jurisdiction of the 
Virginia Real Estate Commission, which is 
under the chairmanship of Albert G. High
smith, of Alexandria, a realty professional 
who headed the study group that helped to 
initiate and produce the new statute passed 
by the Virginia General Assembly earlier this 
year. 

Under terms of the new condo law in Mont
gomery County, Md., developers must provide 
to prospective buyers the names of the per
sons and firms involved in the transaction 
and also a list of all the financial factors of 
the project, including whatever risk the 
buyer may entail if the developer has finan
cial problems. Additionally, there must be a 
full description of the property, plus a map 
showing the present and future roads. 

The Montgomery County condo buyer also, 
by law, will get a statement of all warranties 
and disclaimers and a copy of a projected 
annual budget that spells out his likely lia
bilities in addition to his own mortgage pay
ment and his individual tax. 

Even more protective to the condo pur
chaser in Montgomery County is the re
quirement that he may cancel the purchase 
for any reason simply by notifying the seller 
within 15 days of the signing of a contract. 
Provisions of the Montgomery bill, which will 
become effective in late summer, will be en
forceably by the county office of consumer 
affairs, which already has taken a hand in 
alerting condo buyers to possible pitfalls. 

One of the reasons for the development of 
many new condominiums in this area and 
the purchase and conversion of existing ren
tal apartments to condominium ownership is 
the fact that the rental market has become 
unattractive to builders and developers. 
Joseph Horning, whose firm has been in the 
rental market and who now is president of 
the area Home Builders Association, said re
cently that "nobody is building rental hous
ing-if you do you have an economic lemon 
on your hands. The potential renter just 
isn't there at price you would have to charge. 

The lack of a profit incentive has also 
affected the owners of rental apartments, who 
have insisted in recent years that rent con
trols, higher costs of operation and tenant 
militancy have made their positions unten
able. Thus, because they can sell to a pros
pective condo converter for a higher price 
than to an investor in rental units, they have 
increasingly gone the route of selling or con
verting themselves. 

It is a fact that it will cost a former ten
ant more to buy his apartment and live in 
it but it also provides him a number of bene
fits. For instance, besides his deductions on 
income taxes for property tax and mortgage 
interest (which is high when there is a low 
down payment), he also gets the assurance 
of knowing approximately what his cost of 
living in his unit wm be over the year. 

Additionally, he gets the assurance of not 
being asked to move or endure annual rent 
increases. But he does face likely increas
ing higher costs of operation-just as the 
landlord has had to face increasing taxes 
and cost of repairs and maintenance. 

But the buyer also builds up equity, slow
ly year by year, in his ownership as he pays 
off his mortgage. And those mortgage terms 
now are often lower than the market. And 
when he wants to sell, he can hope that the 
property value will increase with any infla
tion and thus he will be able to sell for more 
than he has put into equity payments. 

Another aspect for the general good of the 

community is that owners are likely to show 
more interest in their condominiums than 
they would as renters in the same project. 
And the local jurisdiction tend to benefit 
substantially because the total of taxes from 
individual condominium owners are general
ly considerably more than the landlord-own
er was paying. That's due to the higher sell
ing cost of the unit, which determines the 
realty valuation for tax purposes. 

It is now evident that the condominium 
is here to stay and that it has broadened the 
perspective of home ownership for millions 
of Americans and will continue to bring in 
more owners. In fact, it has been estimated 
that half of all Americans may be living in 
condominiums by 1994. 

What should be encouraging to those who 
see home ownership as a stabilizing factor in 
our society is that the condominium is not 
just for the wealthy. 

True, many afil.uent persons and families 
are able to own an expensive condominium 
in town and another at a vacation resort-
such as at one of the Atlantic beaches. Every
one in this area is aware of the heavy de
velopment on vacation condominium high
rise apartments and townhouses at the At
lantic beaches of Maryland and Delaware. 

But the condominium concept also has a 
major value and attraction to the millions 
of families whose only present hope for own
ership is within the range of the lower priced 
condominium apartments and townhouses. 

One positive accomplishment of the trend 
to condominium living is that more tenants 
become landlords of their own properties. 
No longer will they be able to put down the 
landlord because they are landloards them
selves. And they will also learn first hand the 
complexities and difficulties of property man
agement as they become involved in their 
own home owner associations. 

Management consultant David Wolfe has 
repeated many times that the members of a 
condominium home owners association are 
"participants in the purest form of grass 
roots democracy available ln actual practice 
today ln this country or anywhere." 

PROBLEMS CONFRONTING THE 
HOUSING INDUSTRY 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, the 
housing industry is now experiencing its 
worst recession in years and new housing 
starts have plummeted to an annual rate 
of 1.5 million units. The situation is 
critical. Attention must be focused on the 
myriad number of problems facing the 
housing industry. Tomorrow I shall be 
participating in a pre-summit confer
ence on housing and construction in At
lanta, Ga. I will be discussing these prob
lems and recommending actions that I 
believe should be taken immediately, if 
we are to help move our country toward 
the goal of securing a decent home in a 
suitable living environment for every 
American family. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the remarks that I will make 
at the conference be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR EDWARD W. BROOKE 

Our housing industry is in a recession and 
heading for a depression. The facts are 
alarming: 

1. Housing starts dropped to an annual 
rate of 1.33 million in July, down from 2.06 
million last year and 2.4 million in 1972. 

2. About 495,000 construction workers were 
jobless as of August, up by 35,000 from 
July. Tile unemployment rate in the con
struction trades is 11.1 percent, more than 
double the rate in the labor force as a whole. 

3. Mortgage interest rates have risen to 
10% or more in some areas and no mortgage 
money is available in other parts of the 
country. 

4. 120,000 new housing units stand vacant 
because potential buyers can not get mort
gage financing. 

Clearly, housing needs help, and it needs 
help now. Over the next few years, we as a 
nation will have to come to grips with some 
complex issues such as disintermediation, 
allocation of credit, land use policies, and 
industrialized housing. The sooner we ad
dress these issues the better. But today we 
face a more immediate challenge-finding a 
way to avert a depression in the housing in
dustry over the next six months. 

I believe that the federal government can 
and should act quickly to get the housing 
industry on its feet again. I believe that tak
ing advantage of unused productive capacity 
in the housing sector is economically sound 
policy and not inflationary. I believe that the ' 
sooner we act the better it will be for the 
builder, the worker, the consumer, and for 
the economy as a whole. 

The federal government should immedi
ately increase housing production under 
federal low-income housing programs and 
also move to provide interim mortgage credit 
assistance to the home buyer. 

SPUR LOW-INCOME HOUSING PROGRAMS 

The Housing and Community Develop
ment Act of 1974, which was signed by Presi
dent Ford on August 22, 1974, authorizes 
some $1.2 bUlion in annual contributions 
contract authority to provide housing assist
ance for lower income families in fiscal 1975. 
This money will support the construction 
of over 500,000 units of low-income housing 
over the next year. 

The Housing Act offers a chance for the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop
ment to end the moratorium on construction 
of housing units for low-income fami11es. 
This moratorium, a mistake from its incep
tion, has caused federally-assisted housing 
starts to tumble from an annual rate of ap
proximately 427,000 per year in 1970 and 
1971 to around 180,000 per year in 1973 with 
still lower production likely in 1974. 

The MIT-Harvard Joint Center for Urban 
Studies estimates that 13 million American 
famllies, or 20% of all famllies in our coun
try, are deprived of decent housing at a price 
which they can afford. It has been 25 years 
since the Housing Act of 1949 stated our 
national policy as the realization as soon as 
feasible of the goal of a decent home and 
a suitable living environment for every 
American family. For 20% of our families the 
promise of a decent home remains just 
that-a promise, not a reality. 

By lifting the moratorium on construction 
of federally assisted low-income housing 
units and stimulating production we will 
not only be giving business to the home 
builder and work to the construction trades, 
but we wm also be keeping our promise of a 
decent home for every family. 

The President should set a goal getting 
federally assisted housing starts up to a level 
of 50,000 per month over the next six months 
and the Secretary of HUD should make a 
monthly report on progress made toward 
achieving that goal. 

INTERIM MORTGAGE CREDIT ASSISTANCE 

While the poor are hardest hit by the hous
ing slump, they are not the only ones affected 
by federal policies. Every day my mail and 
that of other Congressmen and Senators 
contains dozens of letters appealing to us to 
do something about the mortgage credit 
crisis. These letters tell the story of families 
transferred from one city to another, but 
unable to sell their old homes or to buy new 
ones. They tell of young families having 
saved the downpayment for a house, but 
now unable to obtain a mortgage. They tell 
of realtors, and honie builders, and lumber 
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suppliers, and construction workers who are 
feeling the effects of the worst recession to 
hit the residential real estate industry in 
years. 

The effect on the housing industry of the 
tight money policy adopted by the Federal 
Reserve Board has been much more severe 
than on other segments of the economy. The 
Board recognizes this, and Chairman Burns 
has publicly suggested that steps be taken to 
temper the effect of restrictive monetary pol
icy on the housing industry. 

With a view toward providing short term 
relief to the home mortgage credit market, 
Sen ator Alan Cranston (D., Calif.) and I 
both offered bills to provide below market 
rate mortgage loans through the Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Development. 
Representatives of the National Association 
of Homebuilders and the AFL-CIO testified 
in favor of our bills at hearings held on Au
gust 6 and 7. 

On Tuesday of this week Senator Cranston 
and I jointly introduced S. 3979, the Home 
Purchase Assistance Act of 1974, which com
bines the best features of both of our b1lls. 
The Home Purchase Assistance Act will 
create a new source of mor tgage credit which 
will be available to home buyers in times of 
tight money. It establishes a "Housing Trust 
Fund" which could draw on the Treasury for 
loans of up to $10 billion per year. This 
m oney would be made available through 
GNMA (the Government National Mortgage 
Association) to purchase mortgages on 
homes with prices ranging up to $30,000 in 
most areas of the country and as high as 
$45,000 in high-cost areas. 

Mortgages purchased by GNMA would bear 
interest rates comparable to the long-term 
Treasury borrowing rate, which is currently 
8% percent. The market rate for mortgage 
money, where it is available at all, is cur
rently in t h e range of 9 ¥:! percent to 10 per
cent. 

The Home Purchase Assistance Act, if en
acted, would spur the sale of up to 350,000 
more homes over the next twelve months. 
It could provide over 300,000 jobs for con
struction workers. I have urged the Presi
dent to support this approach, and Senator 
Cranston and I shall ask for prompt con
sideration of this measure by the Senate 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs on which we both serve. 

To sum up, I have no doubt that the hous
ing industry will be a sick industry so long 
as a high rate of inflation continues. I 
strongly support President Ford's efforts to 
find a cure for this economic disease. But 
so far as housing is concerned, I believe that 
we must be careful not to klll the patient 
with the cure. 

ARKANSAS CONSIDERS ERTS 
VALUABLE 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the letter I 
received from Dale Bumpers, Governor 
of Arkansas, was short and sweet. He 
says flatly: 

We support the continuation of the sys
tem and consider the output as valuable to 
the State of Arkansas. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Governor Bumper's letter be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATE OF ARKANSAS, 
Little Rock, Ark., July 12, 1974. 

Hon. FRANK E. Moss, 
Chairman, Committee on Aeronautical and 

Space Science, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR Moss: Numerous agencies of 
State government in Arkansas have found 
Earth Resources Technology Satellite data 

useful in their planning and operational 
roles. We support the continuation of the 
system and consider the output as valuable 
to the State of Arkansas. 

Kindest personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

DALE BUMPERS. 

TREATING INFLATION 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, inflation is 

a constant source of concern to all of 
us. We spend much time seeking effective 
solutions. For this reason I found most 
interesting an article in the Wall Street 
Journal on August 28, 1974. Written by 
Vermont Royster, it is called "Treating 
Inflation." 

While I am not certain that I agree 
totally with the article, I think it makes 
an excellent point when it says: 

What they (economists) do not know is 
something else. They do not know how to stop 
inflation without other economic conse

. quences . ... 

In recent hearings before the Senate 
Budget Committee our economy was com
pared to a person with two diseases, the 
treatment of either of which aggravates 
the other. So the solutions to inflation 
may run contrary to treating high inter
est rates, high unemployment, the failing 
housing industry, or our sluggish econ
omy. So we come to the question asked 
in the article : 

Which is worse-the inflation or the cure? 

It goes on to say : 
The difference is an important one for the 

American people to understand. For the ques
tion of what to do about inflation today is 
not merely a technical problem ... but 
rather a question about value judgments 
affecting not only the economy but the whole 
social fabric . 

The issue of inflation is therefore, in the 
truest sense of that phrase, a political issue. 
What ultimately must be decided by the peo
ple through the political process is whether 
to bear the consequences of halting inflation 
or to suffer the consequences of letting it 
continue unchecked. 

I think we must tackle all the problems 
of our economy. Each of them is too im
portant and too serious for use not to 
address ourselves to it. In this prespec
tive I find the article most useful, al
though I think it oversimplifies the 
causes and cures of inflation. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THINKING THINGS OVER 
(By Vermont Royster) 

TREATING INFLATION 
One discouraging though keeps cropping 

up in the news from Washington these days, 
in congressional comments, journalistic re
ports and administration quotes. It's worded 
in different ways but the substance of it is 
that "nobody knows what to do about 
inflation." 

This is discouraging because it seems to 
treat inflation as some sore of mysterious 
ailment which in unavoidable and incurable. 
If the economic experts do not know what 
remedies to apply, what hope is there for an 
end to it? 

But this is not the state of affairs at all. 
Any competent economist-Paul Samuelson, 
Milton Friedman, Walte·r Heller, Arthur 
Burns, Alan Greenspan-knows what causes 
inflation and how to end it. On that score 

there is really no disagreement among the 
experts. 

What they do not know is something else. 
They do not know how to stop inflation 
without other economic consequences, any 
more than a doctor knows how to cure a hero
in addict without withdrawal pains. Where 
the experts differ is in their attitude toward 
paying the price of stopping inflation. Tha t 
is, which is worse-the inflation or the cure? 

The difference is an important one for the 
American people to understand. For the 
question of what to do about inflation today 
is not merely a technical problem, which any 
of the above economists could solve, but rath
er a question about value judgments affecting 
not only the economy but the whole social 
fabric. 

The issue of in,fiation is therefore, in the 
truest sense of that phrase, a political issue. 
What ultimately must be decided by the peo
ple through the political process is whether 
to bear the consequences of halting infla
tion or to sutrer the consequences of letting 
it continue unchecked. 

How to decide? It ought to be recognized 
that those who argue for stopping inflation 
do a disservice to their cause if they dis
miss as unreal, or inconsequential, the side 
effects of the necessary remedy. We cannot 
change government fiscal and monetary pol
icies of long duration without dislocations, 
even though fears of them may be exag
gerated. 

But people must recognize also that those 
who protest the remedy, those who want the 
government to continue depreciating the 
money, do a disservice when they pretend 
no catastrophe can lie at the end of infla
tion's journey. This flies against both reason 
and the experience of history. 

For many years now we have been in the 
grip of a doctrine that inflation is not mere
ly good for us but the necessary ingredient 
of economic health. Inflation creates pros
perity and wealth; only a steady fall in the 
purchasing power of money can fuel expan
sion and progress. So has run the doctrine 
and few have escaped its seduction. Until 
very recently, anyway, everybody has thought 
that a rise in his monetary income, all by 
itself, meant an improvement in his eco
nomic well-being. 

To this there was a corollary. Inflation was 
a sure warranty against depression, that 
haunting ghost of the Thirties. How could 
there possibly be a depression when the nom
inal wages of the laborer, and the nominal 
profits of the businessman, are continually 
rising? 

So we have for years had a deliberate 
and undisguised policy of inflation. Of 
course those who advocated this did not in
tend more than a "little" inflation; in that 
happy phrase of the new economics the 
economy was going to be "fine tuned." They 
did not expect what we have got, an infla
tion rate already of 10 % to 12 % a year and 
st111increasing. Nor did they foresee the pos
sib111ty, which now also confronts us, that 
we could have both inflation and a recession. 

But the point is that there is nothing 
mysterious about how we got that inflation. 
The government intentionally ran continu
ous deficits, let those deficits be financed 
simply by creating money and credit through 
the banking system. The technique for in
flation, if that's what you want, is aged-old 
and known to every economist. 

By the same token there is no secret at 
all about how to stop it. The remedy is 
known to Walter Heller, former chairman 
of the Council of Economic Advisers, as 
well as to Arthur Burns present chairman 
of the Federal Reserve Board. The govern
ment stops running deficits and borrowing 
money, the central bank stops pumping out 
credi'" dollars, and the inflation will stop. 

Where they fall out is over the desira
blllty of doing this. Mr. Heller and those of 
his persuasion think halting inflation would 
depress business and increase unemploy
ment. Mr. Heller's objection to a big budget 
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cut is not that it would be ineffective in di
minishing inflation but that it would be 
"cruel" to thus reduce the inflationary de
mand. 

Mr. Burns, on the other hand, thinks that 
if firm action to cut the budget were taken 
now the stock market would revive, interest 
rates would promptly decline and "forces 
would be released in the private sector to 
create more jobs." He differs with Mr. Heller. 
that is, on the consequences of stopping in
flation. 

Even this is not the whole of the public 
argument. ·For continued inflation will also 
have its consequences, and they begin to look 
grim indeed. Not only does it erode savings, 
pensions, Social Security and welfare pay
ments. Not only does it threaten the stand
ard of living of both blue-collar and white
collar middle class. It distorts every eco
nomic decision of every enterprise, public 
and private. Already it has spread unemploy
ment in housing and other industries. In
flation no longer appears the underpinning 
of prosperity but its greatest danger. 

Anyway, it is between these two sets of 
consequences that the issue is joined. There 
is nothing mysterious about how we got 
inflation; it was neither unavoid!llble nor is 
it now incurable. The question for the coun
try is not how but whether to put an end 
to it. 

THE STATE OF OUR ECONOMY 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, surely the 

primary topic of concern in Washington 
today is the health of the Nation's 
economy. Inflation, which in the last 
year grew by 11.8 percent, is our No. 1 
priority. However, as we have begun to 
work to conquer inflation we have come 
to realize how complex the problem is 
and how many disparate forces are at 
work in our economy today. We have 
also learned that the economy has gone 
untended for so long that it will take 
time to get it back in order again. The 
Wall Street Journal summarized these 
problems well in a story by James P. 
Gannon on August 26, 1974, which 
beg.an: 

As President Ford plans his own economic 
policy, he faces one hard fact of life: no mat
ter what he does, economic conditions are 
likely to get won:e before they get much 
better. The economic situation in the rest 
of 1974 and early 1975 will be shaped by 
powerful forces already in motion, ra-aging 
from a deepening home-building slump to 
a crop-shriveling drought. 

I found this article useful in putting 
all our economic problems in perspective 
and I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD at this point, Mr. 
President. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REVIEW OF CURRENT TRENDS IN BUSINESS AND 

FINANCE 

As President Ford plans his own economic 
policy, he faces one hard fact of life: no mat
ter what he does, economic conditions are 
likely to get worse before they get much bet
ter. The economic situation in the rest of 
1974 and early 1975 will be shaped by power
ful forces already in motion, ranging from a 
deepening home-building slump to a crop
shriveling drought. 

There is a momentum to these develop
ments that will severely restrict Mr. Ford's 
ability to demonstrate, in the next six or 
nine months at least, that his take-over of 
the reins of government has made much cUf
ference to the nation's economic health. The 
consensus view of analysts here is that the 
early months of the F'ord administration will 
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be marked by a renewed food-price spiral 
that will severely limit progress in control
ling inflation, a rise in unemployment stem
ming from sluggish economic growth or even 
recession and continued financial distress 
reflecting the Federal Reserve System's anti
inflationary squeeze on the money supply. 

Administration economic officials are mark
edly less optimistic now than they were only 
a month or so ago. That may partly reflect a 
change from the refusal to face reality that 
permeated the waning weeks of the Nixon 
regime to the more candid atmosphere of the 
Ford administration. But, more important, it 
also reflects a real worsening of economic 
prospects. 

· The outlook for both inflation and reces
sion is darker than only a few weeks ago, gov
ernment officials admit. 

On the inflation front, the farm-belt 
drought that seared crops also has shriveled 
earlier White House hopes for a significant 
easing of the price sptral any time soon .. After 
assessing the crop damage and projecting the 
impact on food prices, top administration 
economists seem surprised and discouraged 
by the grimness of their own conclusions. 

The White House had been counting on 
bumper harvest to save its optimistic offi
cial forecast that inflation would recede to a 
7% annual 1ate by the end of the year, com
pared with a 12.3 % rate in the first quarter. 
But in July, drought hit the crops in the 
Midwest. Now the Agriculture Department 
predicts this autumn's corn crop will fall 
12% below last year's harvest, soybean out
put will fall 16 % and other crops will suffer, 
too. 

Result: While administration economists 
had thought the 11 % annual rate of increas-e 
in retail food prices of the first ha.lf of 1974 
would slacken to just a 4 % rate of gain by 
year-en:i, n.ow they forecast an 8 %-to-10 % 
rate of increase for the second half of the 
year. And they see food-price inflation con
tinuing at an uncomfortable rate well into 
1975. There's some disagreement among of
ficials over a question of timing-whether 
the drought impact on prices will mostly hit 
soon or be delayed into next winter and 
spring-but there's agreement that it event
ually will leave grocery prices at least 5%, 
and more likely 10 %, higher a year from 
now. 

Having scrapped their earlier forecast that 
inflation would recede to a 7 % rate by year
end, administration economists now worry 
that even tl"eir 8% to 9% prediction may 
prove optimistic. And they're extremely cau
tious about projecting such improvement in 
1975-unless a severe recession develops to 
collapse prices. 

A severe recession isn't automatically 
ruled out by administration economists any
more. Though the consensus among them is 
that the economy's likely path is prolonged 
stagnation, or sub-par growth, they concede 
that the odds of a serious recession have in
creased in the past few weeks. They're par
ticularly worried by signs that business in
ventories have swollen much more than 
they'd believed earlier and may be approach
ing a level where factories start cutting out
put while unwanted inventories are sold off. 

"A combination of tight money and in
ventory liquidation would be a very powerful 
one," frets an economist close to President 
Ford. "It would produce a V-shaped trough," 
he explains-a very steep, though not pro
longed, recession. Such a development, he 
figures, could push the unemployment ra·te, 
now at 5.3% of the work force, to "perhaps 
7%" by early next year. 

It should be stressed that most govern
ment economists aren't predicting such a 
recession, though it's significant they no 
longer rule it out. Even if the recession fears 
are, unfounded, and the economy only d·rifts 
sideways through several months of stagna
tion, unemployment is expected to rise sig
nificantly-probably to 6% or more. 

Thus, even as he designs new plans to 

fight inflation, Mr. Ford must keep one eye 
east in the opposite direction-toward the 
possible need to fight recession. In fact, it 
seems likely that Mr. Ford's economic poli
cies will include a mix of measures: budg
et-cutting and tight money to fight infla
tion, coupled with new programs to aid the 
casualties of those restrictive policies, such 
as public service jobs for the unemployed 
and moves to aid distressed industries such 
as housing and electric ut111ties. 

Whatever his policies, Mr. Ford is stuck 
with unfavorable economic prospects for the 
near term. "He's got to be careful about 
making any promises," says one adviser. 
"Jerry-I mean the President-is in the po
sition of a new doctor called into a case. He 
should say the situation is serious, and the 
patient might not survive. Then if the pa
tient dies, well, that's what he predicted. 
And if the patient survives, then he's a mir
acle worker." 

If Mr. Ford takes that advice, we'll prob
ably hear some ominous White House ap
praisals of the economic situation in weeks 
ahead. But this very ordinary man from 
Grand Rapids, Mich., whose ambition never 
reached as high as the presidency, by now 
probably believes in miracles. 

DISCLOSURE OF TAX RULINGS BY 
THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERV
ICE 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, last 
April the Subcommittee on Administra
tive Practice and Procedure, which I 
chair, opened hearings on Internal Reve
nue Service disclosure policies and pro
cedures. A primary area of focus was IRS 
compliance with the Freedom of Infor
mation Act. In this regard we heard testi
mony at our flrst day of hearings that 
the Service withheld tax rulings in viola
tion of that act. IRS rulings generally 
reflect the agency's interpretation of the 
Tax Code as applied to a particular tax
payer's proposed transaction. 

The subject of disclosure of ms rul
ings has been debated for a number of 
years, but until the passage of the Free
dom of Information Act in 1966, no legal 
basis existed for requiring such disclo
sure. Former IRS Commissioner Morti
mer Caplin, who as head of the Service 
saw first hand how the rulings process 
operated, summarized the policy reasons 
for disclosure thusly: 

First, these rulings are of considerable 
value to tax practitioners in learning how the 
eervice is interpreting various provisions of 
the Internal Revenue Code. Both taxpayers 
and practitioners have an obvious interest in 
(a) the Service's position on particular issues 
and (b) the availab111ty of rulings on such 
issues, offering a ready means of obtaining 
comparable treatment. Next, analysis of rul
ings would permit an evaluation of the ex
tent to which the Service is acting consistent
ly in its ruling process as compared to its 
audit process, and thus may assist particu
lar taxpayers in disposing of tax issues dis
puted on audit. Finally, there is general pub
lic interest in whether the rulings process 
itself is being fairly and equitably employed, 
with favoritism toward none. 

A little over a month ago Commis
sioner Alexander appeared before our 
subcommittee to testify on IRS disclosure 
policies and practices. During our hear
ing he announced that the Service will 
in the future make rulings available to 
the public. He stated that taxpayers will 
have to waive confidentiality in order to 
obtain a ruling, that the disclosure policy 
would probably not apply . where rulings 
were mandatory under the tax law, and 
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that the new policy would be prospective 
in operation. 

I commended the Commissioner for his 
decision to disclose tax rulings, and in a 
letter following our hearing I suggested 
that because of the public interest in this 
matter, any proposed procedures should 
be subject to full public notice and com
ment before they are finalized. Shortly 
thereafter the IRS issued a press release 
outlining further details about its plan 
to open tax rulings for public inspection. 
I think it would be useful to include this 
announcement in the RECORD at the end 
of my remarks. 

Although the Service was opening its 
rulings in the future, it maintained dur
ing our hearings that it was prohibited by 
law from opening previously issued rul
ings to public purview. I stated my per
sonal disagreement with this interpreta
tion of the law, and I further observed 
that this precise question was in litiga
tion in the Federal courts. 

Mr. President, on August 19 the Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
ruled in the Tax Analysts case that tax 
rulings were required by the Freedom of 
Information Act to be made public. In so 
ruling, the court held that provisions of 
the Internal Revenue Code prohibiting 
disclosure of tax returns and informa
ion from returns were not applicable to 
rulings. Thus the rulings would not be 
exempt from mandatory disclosure under 
the public information law. The court's 
opinion is succinct and to the point, and 
will also be included in the RECORD after 
my statement. 

While details will, of course, have to be 
worked out concerning protection of con
fidential commercial and financial infor
mation that may be contained in rulings, 
at least one chapter of the Freedom of 
Information story at the IRS seems to 
be drawing to a close, with the congres
sional policy of maximum disclosure re
flected in the Freedom of Information 
Act prevailing. But there are a number of 
yet unresolved issues in this area at the 
IRS. 

At our last hearing, Commissioner 
Alexander testified that the Service was 
nearing decision on questions relating to 
disclosure of certain statistics and parts 
of the Internal Revenue Manual, was re
vamping its policies on the tracking and 
handling of sensitive cases and on White 
House access to IRS information, and 
was reforming its procedures to facilitate 
faster release .of public information from 
all offices. Clearly, some of these actions 
are years overdue. My subcommittee will 
continue close oversight to insure that 
they are not long in coming. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the IRS announcement and the 
Tax Analysts decision I referred to in 
my statement be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D.C.-The Internal Revenue 
Service today announced details about its 
plan to open for public inspection tax rul
ings it wlll issue to individuals, corporations 
and other taxpayers. 

The IRS announcement expanded on tes
timony given by Commissioner Donald C. 
Alexander on July 31 before the Subcommit
tee on Administrative Practice and Procedure 
of the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

In general, the IRS plan requires taxpayers apply to letter rulings or technical advice 
requesting rulings to submit waivers of con- memoranda or that, if it did, specific ex
fidentiality with their requests. emptions precluded disclosure of the mate-

The IRS issues approximately 15,000 ad- rial sought. The District Court also refused 
vance rulings to taxpayers who request the appellants' request that it exercise the dis
Service position on the application of the tax cretion inherent in its equitable powers and 
laws to given situations. An additional 13,- refuse to order disclosure. The Court or-
000 rulings are issued on required applica- dered all materials sought, consisting of two 
tions from taxpayers who wish to change unpublished letter rulings, eight technical 
their accounting periods or methods. advice memoranda, communications to and 

The IRS decision to open rulings to the from the taxpayer or his representative re
public will be implemented as soon as it re- lating thereto, and six index-digest cards, be 
solves various questions, such as the extent made available: 
to which waivers of confidentiality should "• * • intact and without delection, except 
be required as to trade secrets in situations for those items which, within said thirty 
where the law requires a taxpayer to ob- (30) days period, Defendants submit to the 
tain a ruling before proceeding with a trans- Court, sealed and intact, Without deletion 
action. • but with any proposed deletions indicated, 

The IRS said it is prohibited, by law and for in camera review as to whether pro
regulations, from opening previously issued posed deletion of information is justified 
rulings to public inspection. under the Freedom of Information Act, 

Under present procedures, the Service together with a detailed written explanation 
publishes between six hundred and seven of the justification for each deletion, • • *" 
hundred of the advance rulings each year And also: 
after deleting all information that would "* • • within thirty (30) days of date all 
identify the taxpayers involved. These are items in the Internal Revenue Service's 
published in the weekly Internal Revenue index-digest reference card file sought 
Bulletin which is available from the Govern- by Plaintiffs herein, and all memoranda of 
ment Printing Office. Rulings selected for conferences and telephone calls relating to 
publication are those which set precedents or the letter rulings and technical advice 
which apply to a great number of taxpayers, memoranda involved herein, unless within 
and after publication in the Bulletin, they said thirty (30) day period those items are 
may be relied upon by other taxpayers. Prior submitted to the Court for in camera review 
to publication, however, only the taxpayer to as to whether they may be properly withheld 
whom a ruling is issued can rely on it, and as internal memoranda within the meaning 
this would continue to be true under the of exemption 5, 5 u.s.c. § 552(b) (5), of the 
new IRS procedure. Freedom of Information Act." Tax Analysts 

The public will be kept advised by further and Advocates v. Internal Revenue Serv., 362 
announcements about progress in placing F. Supp. 1298 (D.D.C. 1973). 
the new rulings plan into effect, the IRS said. A stay was granted pending appeal in 

The IRS said that it would welcome com- which appellants present only two issues: 
ments from interested parties. Comments (1) whether the materials sought were, 
should be directed to the Assistant Commis- under § 552(b) (3) of the Act, "specifically 
stoner (Technical), Internal Revenue Serv- exempted from disclosure by statute"; and 
ice, Washington, D.C. 20224. (2) whether the District Court erred in hold-

ing that it did not have, under the Act, 
[U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of equitable powers to refuse to order dis-

Columbia Circuit-No. 73-1978] closure. 
TAX ANALYSTS AND ADVOCATES, THOMAS F. 

FIELD, ET AL. V. INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE, 
ET AL., APPELLANTS 

(Appeal From the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia-De
cided Aug. 19, 1974) 
Ernest J. Brown, Attorney, Tax Division, 

Department of Justice, with whom Scott P. 
Crampton, Assistant Attorney General and 
Bennett N. Hollander, Attorney, Tax Divi
sion, were on the brief, for appellants. 

William A. Dobrovir, with whom Thomas 
F. Field, was on the brief, for appellees. 

Before: WRIGHT and MACKINNON, Circuit 
Judges and DAVIES,* United States Senior 
District Judge for the District of North 
Dakota. 

Opinion for the Court filed by Senior Dis
trict Judge DAVIES. 

DAVIES, Senior United States District 
Judge: In an action commenced pursuant to 
the Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. 
§ 552, Tax Analysts and Advocates and its 
Executive Director sought to compel the 
Internal Revenue Service, its Commissioner 
and its Assistant Commissioner (Technical) 
to disclose letter rulings and technical ad
vice memoranda, together with communica
tions and indices relating thereto, issued to 
producers of minerals other than oil and gas 
between July 26, 1968, and October 1, 1971, 
in which determinations were made of the 
processes to be treated as "mining" under 
Section 613(c) of the Internal Revenue Code, 
26 u.s.a. § 613(c), when computing gross 
lncor.ne fror.n property for percentage deple
tion purposes. 

The District Court rejected the defend
ants' (appellants') contentions that the 
Freedom of Information Act (Act) did _not 

As described by the District Court: 
"A letter ruling is a written statement 

issued to a taxpayer by the Office of Assistant 
Commissioner (Technical) in which inter
pretations of the tax laws are made and 
applied to a specific set of facts. The function 
of a letter ruling, usually sought by the 
taxpayer in advance of contemplated trans
action, is to advise the taxpayer regarding 
the tax treatment that he can expect from 
IRS in the circumstances specified in the 
ruling. The letter rulings are not publicly 
disclosed by the IRS and it is clearly speci
fied that no taxpayer is entitled to rely upon 
an unpublished private ruling not issued 
specifically to him. The taxpayer who does 
receive such a ruling is advised to file it 
along with his tax return. 

"A technical device (sic) memoranda 
(T.A. memo) is comparable to a letter rul
ing, except that it is not issued directly to a 
taxpayer, but to a District Director of the 
IRS in response to the director's request for 
instructions as to the treatment of a spe
cific set of facts relating to a named tax
payer. The director's question may relate to 
audit examination of a taxpayer's return or 
consideration of a taxp·ayer's claim for re
fund or credit. The substantive portion of 
the memorandum if (sic) given to the tax
payer. 

"All letter rulings and technical advice 
memoranda are divided into two categories 
by the IRS for filing purposes. Many rulings 
and memos are considered of no significant 
'reference' value. These are placed in a his
torical file, alphabetically by taxpayer's 
name, and maintained for a period of four 
years. No separate index is prepared for mate
rials in the historical file. The other letter 
rulings and t.a. memos are deemed to have a 

*Sitting by designation pursuant to 28 continuing 'reference' value for internal IRS 
U.S.C. § 294(d). purposes, and these are placed in the IRS' 
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permanent reference file, along with Court 
decisions, published Revenue Rulings, and 
other materials deemed to have a continuing 
reference value. The reference file is orga
nized by code section and an 'index-digest' 
card file is maintained, g,iving citations to 
the main 'reference' file and usually sum
marizing the contents of the reference file." 
(Footnotes omitted.) Tax Analysts and Ad
vocates v. Internal Revenue Serv., supra, a.t 
1301-1302. 

First, it is to be noted that appellants do 
not contest the District Court's holding that 
letter rulings and technical advice memo
randa are "statements of policy and inter
pretations which have been adopted by the 
agency and not published in the Federal Reg
ister", Section (a) (2) (B), and must be made 
available for public inspection and copy
ing if not exempt under subsection (b) (3) 
of the Act. 

"It is well established that information 
which either creates or provides a way of 
determining the extent of substantive rights 
and liabilities constitutes a form of law 
that cannot be withheld from the public. 
See Sterling Drug, Inc. v. FTC, 146 U.S.App. 
D.C. 237, 450 F.2d 698 ( 1971); American Mail 
Line, Ltd., v. Gulick, 133 U.S.App.D.C. 382, 
411 F.2d 696 (1968). The FOIA by its explicit 
terms condemns 'secret law' and requires 
that it be made public: 

(2) Each agency, in accordance with pub
lished rules, shall make available for public 
inspection and copying-

(A) final opinions, including concurring 
and dissenting opinions, as well as orders, 
made in the adjudication of cases; 

(B) those statements of policy and inter
pretations which have been adopted by the 
agency and are not published in the Federal 
Register ... " 

Cuneo v. Schlesinger, --- U.S.App.D.C. 
---, 484 F.2d 1086 (1973), footnote 13 at 
p. 1091. 

Relying on 26 U.S.C. §6103(a)(1), which 
provides · 

"Returns made with respect to taxes . . . 
upon which the tax has been determined 
by the Secretary or his delegate shall con
stitute public records; but , except as here
inafter provided . . . they shall be open to 
inspection only upon order of the President 
and under rules and regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary or his delegate and ap
proved by the President" 

And on 26 U.S.C. § 7213(a) (1} which 
makes it unlawful 

" ... to divulge or to make known ... 
to any person the amount or source of in
come, profits, losses, expenditures, or any 
particular thereof, set forth or disclosed in 
any income return, or to permit any income 
return or copy thereof or any book contain
ing any abstract or particulars thereof to be 
seen or examined by any person except as 
provided by law; and it shall be unlawful 
for any pe:rnon to print or publish in any 
manner whatever not provided by law any 
income return, or any part thereof or source 
of income, profits, losses, or expenditures 
appearing in any income return; ... " 

Appellants contend that letter rulings and 
technical advice memoranda are "specifically 
exempted from disclosure by statute." 

It was appellants' burden to sustain their 
claim that the materials sought came within 
the meaning of the statutes. Mere labeling of 
the letter rulings and tax advice memoranda 
as returns is not sufficient. It is the District 
Court's function to determine whe·ther appel
lants' classification was proper. 

"This court has continued to adhere to the 
position that exemptions of the Information 
Act are to be narrowly construed. Vaughn v. 
Rosen, 484 F.2d 820 (D.C.Cir. 1973), cert. 
denied, -- U.S. -- (1974); Cuneo v. 
Schlesinger, 484 F.2d 1086 (D.C.Clr. 1973), 
cert. denied,-- U.S.-- (1974). The ordi
nary meaning of the language of Exemption 
(3) is that the statute therein referred to 
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must itself specify the documents or cate
gories of documents it authorizes to be with
held from public scrutiny. • • • 

"In EPA v. Mink, 410 U.S. 73 (1973), the 
Supreme Court considered a specific exemp
tion by statute, Exemption ( 1) of the In
formation Act itself, which exempts matters 
'specifically required by Executive Order to 
be kept secret in the interest of the national 
defei).se or foreign policy.' 5 U.S.C. § 552(b) 
(1). The documents sought to be disclosed 
had been classified as secret pursuant to Ex
ecutive Order 10501. Exemption ( 1) was con
strued to be a specific reference by Congress 
itself to a definite class of documents which 
were not to be disclosed. 410 U.S. at 83. Their 
disclosure accordingly was not required.'' 
(Footnote omitted.) Robertson v. Butterfield, 
No. 72-2186 (D.C.Cir., May 9, 1974), 42 
U.S.L.W. 2625. 

The two statutes relied upon by appellants 
provide for protection of the privacy of tax
payers filing tax returns and are designed to 
prevent disclosure of information contained 
either in the returns or in documents filed 
in conjunction therewith which enable the 
Secretary or his delegates to determine tax 
due the United States. 

It is not difficult, therefore, to conclude 
that letter rulings are not encompassed in 
either statute. Letter ruling are issued at 
the request of taxpayers seeking advice as 
to the tax consequences of specific transac
tions. This information provides guidance 
in planning and conducting their business 
affairs and, if the transaction is consumated, 
aids in preparation of their tax returns. The 
fact that taxpayers may elect to follow the 
Internal Revenue Service's recommendations 
that letter rulings be attached to returns 
containing information about the transac
tions referred to in the letter rulings does 
not deprive a letter ruling of its separate 
status as a "final opinion" and "interpreta
tion" nor does it make the attachment part 
of a return.1 Attachment is to alert the Dis
trict Director of the Internal Revenue Serv
ice that a letter ruling had been issued. The 
appropriate District Director is always sent 
a copy at the time a letter ruling is issued 
to any taxpayer required to file a return in 
his district . 

Conversely, technical advice memoranda 
are prepared in response t o an inquiry by a 
Dist rict Director as to the treatment of a 
specific set of facts relating to a tax return 
filed by a n amed taxpayer involving either 
an audit or in connection with the taxpay
er's claim for refund or credit of taxes. Tech
nical advice memoranda deal directly with 

1 The IRS also urges that Treas. Reg. 
§ 301.6103(a)-1 (a) (3) (Feb. 8, 1972), specif
ically exempts letter rulings from disclosure 
under the Act: 

(3) Terms used-(i) Return. For purposes 
of section 6103(a), the term "return" in
cludes-

(a) Information returns, schedules, lists, 
and other written statements filed by or on 
behalf of the taxpayer with the Internal Rev
enue Service which are designed to be sup
plemental to or become a part of the return, 
and 

(b) Other records, reports, information re
ceived orally or in writing, factual data, 
documents, papers, abstracts, memoranda, 
or evidence taken, or any portion thereof, 
relating to the items included under (a) of 
this subdivision. 

Clearly, letter rulings are not encompassed 
by (a) since they are issued at the request 
of the taxpayer and their attachment as a 
matter of convenience to the return does 
not make them "supplemental to or ... a 
part of the return." Where the transaction 
proposed in the letter ruling is not executed, 
the transaction proposed in the letter ruling 
is not executed, the letter ruling would not 
be comprehended by (b) since it would not 

information contained in "returns made with 
respect to taxes" and are a part of the proc
ess by which tax determinations are made 
and, thus, "specifically exempted from dis
closure by statute." 

We emphasize that there is still available 
to appelants, through in camera production 
of all documents other than the technical 
advice memoranda relating thereto, exemp
tion under § 552(b) (4) to prevent disclosure 
of "commercial or financial information ob
tained from a person and privileged or con
fidential.'' 2 

Lastly, appellants ask us to reconsider our 
previous holding that a District Court has 
no jurisdiction under the Act to deny dis
closure, apart from the exemptions contained 
in the Act, on equitable grounds. Soucie v. 
David, 145 U.S.App.D.C. 144, 448 F.2d 1067 
(1971); Getman v. NLRB, 146 U.S.App.D.C. 
209, 450 F.2d 670 (1971); accord, Wellford v. 
Hardin, 444 F.2d 21 (4th Cir. 1971); Robles 
v. Environmental Protection Agency, 484 
F.2d 843 (4th Cir. 1973); Tennessean Newspa
pers, Inc. v. Federal Housing Admin., 464 
F.2d 657 (6th Cir. 1972); Hawkes v. Internal 
Revenue Service, 467 F.2d 787, n. 6 at p. 792 
(6th Cir. 1972). See also Bannercraft Cloth
ing Oo. 1J. Renegotiation Board, 151 U.S.App. 
D.C. 174, 466 F.2d 345, 353 (1972) (discussing 
equitable principles) reversed on other 
grounds, 42 U.S.L.W. 4204. 

However, there is nothing in the "factors 
present in this case which were absent in the 
other Freedom of Information Act cases con
sidered by the Court" which would compel 
us to change our previous opinion. 

Modified in part and remanded to the Dis
trict Court for further proceedings not in
consistent with this opinion. 

THE DEFINITION OF GENOCIDE 
Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, many 

critics of the Genocide Convention ex
press concern about its definition of 
genocide as certain acts "committed with 
the intent to destroy, in whole or in part, 
a national, ethnical, racial, or religious 
group, as such." These opponents con
tend that the phrase "in whole or in 
part" significantly alters the traditional 
definition of genocide as the destruction 
of a whole group of people, and that this 
clause would legally allow a person to be 
tried for genocide even if he or she had 
killed only one person. It seems to me 
that these arguments ignore the legisla
tive intent of the Convention and the 
reality of any situation in which pros
ecution for genocidal acts might be con
templated. 

The first resolution of the General As
sembly of the United Nations on the sub
ject of genocide, adopted unanimously 
on December 11, 1946, spoke of the crime 

"relate" to a filed return. However, letter 
rulings involving proposed transaction sub
sequently executed would fall within the 
literal terms of (b). Nonetheless, we think 
that letter rulings generated by the voluntary 
request of a taxpayer for tax advice from 
the IRS are beyond the scope of that which 
the Congress sought to protect under section 
6103, that is, "returns" filed under compul
sion of law which contain information nec
essary to determine federal tax liability. Ac
cordingly, the regulation cannot immunize 
better rulings from disclosure under the 
Freedom of Information Act. 

2 Our recent decision in National Parks and 
Conservation Assoc. v. Rogers 0. B. Morton, 
Secretary, Department of the Interior, et al., 
No. 73-1033 (D.C.Clr., April 24, 1974), may be 
of aid to the District Court 1n this respect. 
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as "a denial of the right of existence of 
entire human groups, as homicide is the 
denial of the right to live of individual 
human beings." In the development of 
the treaty, however, the U.N. committee 
realized that genocide, when strictly de
fined as the destruction of an "entire 
group," historically never had occurred 
nor could occur. Hitler slaughtered 6 mil
lion Jews, but many others survived the 
holocaust. We certainly would not claim 
that Hitler was innocent of genocide be
cause some Jews went free. For the Con
vention to be an effective legal document, 
it had to avoid such a narrow definition. 
Moreover, it is clear from the debate 
preceding the adoption of this provision 
that the delegates intended the words 
"in part" to denote a substantial portion 
of the group. In fact, the Assembly ex
pressly rejected the French effort to in
clude the persecution of an individual in 
the definition of genocide. 

Mr. President, the arguments raised 
against the words "in whole or in part" 
have no basis whatsoever in the legisla
tive history of the Genocide Convention. 
The wording is entirely proper and nec
essary for an effective legal document. I 
urge the Senate to ratify the Convention 
at once. 

OUR SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the social 

security system has come to be such an 
accepted part of American life that most 
people have come to take its benefits for 
granted. Most people who pay into the 
system assume that when they retire 
social security will be there with ~ 
monthly check. For this very reason I 
found an article in the Washington Post 
on September 1, 1974, to be particularly 
disturbing. The article, written by Rob
ert J. Samuelson, is called "Social Secu
rity's Coming Crisis" and it presents 
some projections of the costs of main
taining benefits for the next 40 or 50 
years. The article indicates that: 

A squeeze between promised Social Secu
rity benefits and the revenues from the exist
ing tax rates {ls) almost inevitable. 

It is inevitable because, contrary to what 
most Americans probably believe, Social Se
curity is not "insurance" in the classic sense. 
What people pay today in Social Security 
taxes ts not saved and invested to provide a 
steady stream of Income for them during 
their retirement years. 

At the same time I am receiving, and I 
suspect my colleagues are also, an in
creasing stream of complaints about the 
present size of the payroll tax that sup
ports social security. I think it is clear 
from the article that, while any problem 
is still some time away, we should start 
studying both the financing and the sta
bility of benefits of our social security 
system on which so many people have 
come to depend. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that this article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Sept. 1, 1974] 

SOCIAL SECURITY 'S COMING CRISIS 

(By Robert J. Samuelson) 
You probably never ha-~.·e heard of Fran

cisco Bayo and, in the normal course of 
events, you probably never would. 

Bayo is acting chief actuary of the Old 
Age Survivors and Disab111ty Insurance Sys
tem-better known as Social Security. He 
spends his time fiddling with a lot of num
bers: birth rates, death rates, unemployment 
rates, wage rates. Bayo feeds the numbers 
into computers, which turn out more num
bers that usually don't interest anyone but 
other actuaries. 

But the last time Bayo did his ca.lculations 
he came up with some interesting results. 
The calculations showed that Social Secu
rity-under the current payroll tax rates and 
the existing benefits schedule-is hurtling 
toward a major crisis. The crisis is simple: 
Without a huge increase in the payroll tax 
rate, possibly as much as 50 to 75 per cent, 
the system won't be able to pay promised 
bene.fits. 

Now, Bayo's calculations haven't exactly 
been screamed to the world in banner head
lines. Actuarial computations being what 
they are, the crisis isn't about to occur to
morrow. Even under the worst conditions, 
the crisis really doesn't start for another 15 
or 20 years. And the incubation period is 
probably much longer. The critical year ap
pears to be 2010. It all seems comfortably 
abstract-so far removed from the pxfsent 
that Bayo's calculations can safely be for
gotten as an academic exercise and nothing 
more. 

They can't, though. 
The key assumptions underlying the esti

mates-a sharp reduction in birth trends 
and the possib111ty of sharp economic dete
rioration-are so significant that they could 
shape Social Security from now until the 
end of this century. 

These impersonal forces dwarf mere mortal 
politicians. Safeguarded by its size and pop
ularity, Social Security has been virtually 
immune to political assault. Except for the 
federal income tax, no program affects more 
people. 

Every month, the Social Security Admin
istration mails out nearly $5 billion to 30 
million Americans. 

When Sen. Barry Goldwater (R-Ariz.) sug
gested making Social Security voluntary in 
1964, most seasoned politicians sensed-cor
rectly-that he had conceded the election 
before the campaign started. 

PRESSURES ON BENEFITS 

The changes in birth trends and the eco
nomic element, in the short run, may put 
a lid on the rapid rise in real Social Security 
benefits. Over the last five years, those ben
efits have grown spectacularly, increasing 68.5 
per cent against about a 40 per cent increase 
in consumer prices. Future benefits are now 
tied directly to price rises, but, beyond this 
automatic annual adjustment, there will be 
much stronger pressures against further 
benefit increases. 

To add new benefits on top of inflation 
would simply aggravate the system's future 
problems, increasing the gap between prom
ised benefits and estimated revenue. Indeed, 
a number of experts-both supporters and 
critics of the program-now discuss possible 
steps to cut the long-range growth of bene
fits . 

Moreover, as pressures on the system in
tentify, demands will probably grow to shift 
some of the financing of Social Security 
from the payroll tax to the income tax. 
Levied at a constant rate-now 5.85 per 
cent of a worker's salary (up to $13,200), 
with his employer paying an equal amount..:..... 
the tax is usually considered regressive, be
cause anyone with a salary above the cutoff 
point escapes taxation on part of his in
come. 

Already, many congressmen report ever
louder grumbling about the big bite of So
cial Security taxes. The grumbling seems 
likely to increase. Although the tax rate isn't 
scheduled to rise for at least 5 or 10 years, 
the wage base-that is, the amount subject 
to the tax-will automatically be increased 
to reflect higher salary levels. 

The Social Security Administration now 
estimates the cutoff will rise to $17,700 by 
1978. And, ultimately, the rates will rise, too. 
By 2020, according to Bayo's calculations, the 
average worker's payroll tax could be 10 per 
cent of his earnings-and, quite possibly, 
more. 

All this underlines the hidden power in 
Bayo's actuarial assumptions. 

BffiTH RATE CHANGE 

The most sweeping change is the dramatic 
drop in the birth rate. In the mid-1960s, 
demographers could reasonably assume that 
American women would have about three 
children each. That meant the population 
(now about 210 million) would grow to about 
336 million by the turn of the century. Now, 
with the rapid reduction in births, a much 
more realistic assumption about family size 
may be two children-which produces a 
population of only 264: million in 2000. 

This, of course, not only affects Social 
Security, but raises all sorts of cosmic ques
tions about the future of society. It could 
obviously, ease pressures on the environ
ment, limiting pollution and the demand 
for raw resources. (Unfortunately, the gain 
may not be as great as environmentalists 
hope . One of the presumed reasons that par
ents aren't having more children is that they 
want to spend more-and consume more
themselves.) 

But, whatever the other effects, the de
clining birth rate clearly means big trouble 
for Social Security. 'Lntillast year, the Social 
Security Administration had figured that the 
average American woman would have 2.5 
children during her lifetime. Now, that as
sumption has been revised downward to the 
magical 2.1 figure-the ZPG (zero population 
growth) level. (Actually, even at 2.1, the 
population would grow slightly unless Con
gress shuts off annual immigration of 
400,000). 

At this birth rate, the composition of the 
population would alter radically. The elder
ly (over 65) ~auld represent a much larger 
proportion of the population. And that 
makes a squeeze between promised Social 
Security benefits and the revenues from 
the existing tax rates almost inevitable. 

It is inevitable because, contrary to what 
most Americans probably believe. Social 
Security is not "insurance" in the classic 
sense. What people pay today in Social Se
curity taxes is not saved and invested to 
provide a steady stream of income for them 
during their retirement years. Instead, to
day's workers pay taxes which are almost im
mediately paid to today's beneficiaries. 

The system has basically been on a "pay
as-you-go" basis for decades. Thus, as the 
elderly population grows in relative size to 
the working population (those between ages 
20 and 64), workers have to be taxed more 
heavily to pay a constant inflation-proof 
level of benefits. 

FEW PROBLEMS NOW 

In the short run, there doesn't seem to be 
any major problems. All the population dy
namics are now working in the system's 
favor . The children of the postwar "baby 
boom"-beginning in 1946 and lasting until 
the early 1960s--are now beginning to flood 
the labor markets, providing an expanding 
base of new wage earners to pay Social Secu
rity taxes. 

The 1930s Depression will help a bit, too. 
There was a big slump of births 1n the De
pression, and when these children-now 1n 
their late 30s and mid-40s-begin to retire in 
a couple of decades, the need for more bene
fits will ease slightly. But then comes the 
crunch: the years 2010 and 2011, when the 
babies born in 1945 and 1946, the start of the 
"baby boom," begin to retire. 

They will swell the ranks of the elderly 
but there won't be a rapidly expanding bas~ 
of new workers to support them. A year ago, 
using the 2.5 children per woman estimate, 
there would have been 173 million working 
Americans to support 31 million potential 
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retirees, according to Social Security's pro
jections. Now, under the new assumptions, 
there will still be 31 million elderly, but only 
159 million working-age Americans. By 2045, 
Social Security now projects the elderly pop
ulation will be equal to nearly 28 percent of 
the working population, against 18 percent 
today. 

Behind these numbers is the little-under
stood phenomenon of the "baby bust." In 
1960, American fam111es were sufficiently pro
lific that the birth rate stood at 3.7 children 
per woman. But the decline in the rate, 
which actually began in 1957, continued al
most uninterrupted in the 1960s and, after ·a 
slight recovery in 1970, accelerated down
ward. 

No one really knows why, though a multi
tude of reasons have been suggested: easily 
available contraception; abortion; affluence 
(or, as one commentator puts it, "The second 
car is more attractive than the second kid."); 
environmentalism (which discourages popu
lation growth), or, simply a sheer aversion to 
children. The birth rate has now fallen so 
low that it's actually below ZPG, and it 
hasn't stopped dropping yet. 

A BABY BONUS? 

The unpredictab111ty of population raises 
immense problems in forecasting Social Secu
rity's future. 

"What we really don't know is whether 
people are lowering the sizes of their fam
ilies or simply delaying the arrival of chil
dren," says Nancy Teeters, senior specialist 
in economics at the Library of Congress. 

If the birth rate were suddenly to re
bound sharply, the long-term squeeze on 
Social Security would lessen. On the other 
hand, if the birth rate stays where it is 
now-below 2.1--or goes even lower, Bayo's 
calculations will be unduly optimistic. "I 
just can't believe that in 75 years the U.S. 
won't have enough population to reproduce 
itself," he says. A lot of demographers proba
bly would agree, but there's nothing pre
ordained about the estimate. 

"My guess is that the birth rate might 
even continue to decline and that it cer
tainly won't stabilize at anything much 
above reproduction," says Richard M. Scam
mon, former director of the Census Bureau. 
"If people think of sending their kids to 
college-which most people didn't 25 years 
ago-at a bill of $20,000 or $25,000, this gets 
to be a real problem. My guess is that there's 
not going to be any sharp increase (in the 
birth rate) unless there's a very drastic 
change in state policy-like a baby bonus or 
free college education." 

To make things even more complicated, 
Social Security's future also is acutely sen
sitive to economic conditions and, here, too, 
it's possible that the operating assumptions 
are far too optimistic. The vital variable is 
what's known as "real wages"-that is, work
ers' wage increases, minus price inflation, to 
show real increases in purchasing power. 

The reason that this is important for 
Social Security is that the automatic in
creases in the wage base (now $13,200) is 
pegged to the increase in earnings, but the 
increase in benefits is tied to price inflation. 
Thus, if salaries rise significantly faster than 
prices, the automatic wage base increase can 
more easily provide the system's needed rev
enues. But if salaries don't rise much faster 
than prices, then there's more need to raise 
the tax rates-the bite into the taxable 
earnings-to supply the money for Social 
Security payments. 

Under Bayo's assumptions, workers con
tinue to achieve relatively hefty gains in 
"real earnings." He assumes the inflation will 
gradually subside to about 3 per cent an
nually after 1980 and that wages-after an 
initial spurt--will level off at about 5 per 
cent after 1980. Workers' real earnings there
fore should increase 2 per cent annually. 

QUESTIONED ASSUMPTIONS 

But not everyone accepts these assump
tions. One dissenter is Robert Myers, Social 
Security's former chief actuary and now pro
fessor of actuarial sciences at Temple Uni
versity. "The gap between inflation and wage 
increases is too wide," he says. "I don't 
think it will be as much as 2 per cent." 

Why not? Myers runs down a list of rea
sons: ecology ("We've gotten a lot of pro
ductivity by wasting the ecology," but now, 
industry will have to make steep investments 
in anti-pollution devices. Those investments 
cost money, but don't produce any additional 
consumer goods, putting additional pres
sure on prices); life styles ("I don't think 
people will want to work as hard"), and a 
growing dependence on imported raw mate
rials ("We're going to have to pay more for 
those materials, raising prices but not pro
ductivity"). 

"I would have used only a 1 per cent gap 
(gain 1n "real" wages)," says Myers. (As a 
benchmark, real earnings in industry in
creased nearly 2.5 per cent in the 1950s and 
1.4 per cent in the 1960s. In the last 18 
months, they actually have declined.) 

If you use only a 1 per cent real wage gain, 
Social Security gets into a lot more trouble
and a lot sooner, too. Suppose, for example, 
that wages rise 5 per cent, but inflation is 4 
per cent. Under Bayo's assumptions, there's a 
relatively small increase in Social Security 
tax rates between now and the end of the 
century, about 10 per cent. But, under the 
assumption of this 1 per cent gain in real 
earnings, there's a 10 per cent increase by 
1985 and a 40 per cent increase by 2000. 

By 2020, under Bayo's assumptions, tax 
rates would have to rise more than 50 per 
cent. But under this 1 per cent assumption, 
the increase in tax rates would be more 
than 130 per cent. Social Security hasn't 
made any public projections at much higher 
rates of inflation-say 6 per cent annual in
flation and 8 per cent wage increases-but 
the results tend to get worse as inflation 
goes higher. 

What all this means is that, if you're in
clined to worry about the future of the Re
public or the soundness of the dollar, you 
can send to the Government Printing Office 
for the latest trustees' reports for Social Se
curity and Medicare (House documents 93-
313 and 93-314) and find enough gloomy 
numbers to develop ulcers and migraine 
headaches for the next several decades. 
Imagining the worst possible combinations 
of population and economic assumptions 
produces "truly horrifying results," as one 
Treasury official puts it. Most of them, of 
course, in the 21st century. 

If, however, you are of more cheery disposi
tion, you can easily find ground for being less 
grim about the future. 

PRIVATE PENSIONS 

Looking at Social Security in isolation in
duces a kind of tunnel vision and there's a 
tendency to forget that other things are hap
pening too, and that they may make it easier 
to solve the real problem-which is not fi
nancing Social Security but providing for the 
aged. 

The growth in private pension plans is one 
of the other things happening. Now, only 
about 25 per cent of new Social Security 
beneficiaries receive payments from private 
pension plans. That has put an enormous 
amount of pressure on Social Security to in
crease benefits to higher levels. But there's 
every reason to believe that proportion of 
elderly receiving private pension payments 
will increase. 

About 50 per cent of all salaried workers 
are now covered by some plan and, in the 
higher age brackets-where workers have 
longer tenure on current jobs-it's higher. 
For example, nearly two-thirds of the men 
between 50 and 54 are covered. As some of 
the "baby boom" children, now in their teens 
or late twenties, settle down, the proportion 
could go up further. 

Another often-overlooked fact is that in a 

stable population-which is what Social Se
curity is now projecting-the proportion of 
elderly increases sharply, but the proportion 
of dependents (that is, children plus elderly) 
does not. 

There is less need for schools, teachers, 
colleges, nurseries. In theory at least, that 
should free a lot of potential tax revenue 
to be spent on the elderly. It is, of course, 
only theory, because there is one formidable 
barrier blocking the free flow of funds: So
cial Security has its own segregated tax (the 
payroll tax) and most other programs are 
financed from a variety of general taxes
real estate taxes, income taxes and sales 
taxes. 

In theory, too . families with smaller num
bers of children might find more money
if not more love-to support their aging 
parents. 

"MANY YEARS TO ACT" 

Considerations like these make it possible 
to imagine fundamental changes in both So
cial Security and national attitudes toward 
the elderly. 

"You may find," says Scammon, "that 
Social Security becomes subject to a means 
test"-that is, benefits will be reduced in 
relation to a recipient's income from other 
outside sources (such as pensions); now, 
benefits are reduced only as a result of out
side income earned at another job. 

But tightness in the labor market-which, 
unlike today, would not be fed by increasing 
hordes of younger workers-could also ulti
mately reverse the trend toward earlier and 
earlier retirement. "You could get an anti
retirement doctrine," says Scammon. 

Abstract and fuzzy as all this sounds, So
cial Security's future problems are almost 
certain to lead to pressure for some changes 
in the relatively near future. 

An advisory council to the Social Security 
Administration is now investigating the sys
tem's long-term prospects and it may recom
mend one change that substantially reduces 
future benefits. According to a number of So
cial Security experts-including former ac
tuary Myers and former Commissioner Robert 
M. Ball-the existing formula for determining 
benefits produces a benefit schedule that 
actually outstrips inflation in the long run. 
Both men believe the formula should be 
altered and, if it is, some of the future pres
sure on the system would be alleviated. 

But, even if accepted by Congress, that 
change would remove only part of the prob
lem. The fundamental forces of shifting 
birth rates and economic conditions remain. 
But, unlike most of today's problems, this is 
one that most people seem content to think 
about. 

"The way I see it," says Bayo, "we have a 
problem with the program but there are 
many years in which to act." 

OLD AGE: A NEW LOOK 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 

Massachusetts Department of Elderly 
Affairs is holding a national conference 
on "Old Age: A New Look" this week 
in Boston. 

The agency, one of the Nation's first 
cabinet-level departments of elderly af
fairs, has been a forceful spokesman of 
elderly concerns under the leadership of 
Jack Leff, its able director. 

I ask unanimous consent that my mes
sage to the conference be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the message 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
MESSAGE BY SENATOR EDWARD KENNEDY, A 

NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON "OLD AGE: A NEW 
LOOK," SEPTEMBER 9, 1974, STATLER-HILTON 
HOTEL, BOSTON, MASS. 

The Massachusetts Department of Elderly 
Affairs has my congratulations for taking the 
lead, once again. 
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It is not enough only to work, at the Fed
eral, State, and Local levels, for responsive 
governmental actions which will improve the 
economic security and well-being of older 
Americans. 

We must also ask whether those actions 
are truly based upon accurate comprehen
sion of the changing roles of the nation's 
elders during a time of swift change in the 
structure of communities and even of fam
ilies. 

Eleven years ago, in words which have been 
repeated often, President Kennedy's Mes
sage on Senior Citizens said: 

"The increase in the life span and in the 
number of our senior citizens presents this 
Nation with increased opportunities: the 
opportunity to draw upon their skill and 
saga.city-and the opportunity to provide the 
respect and recognition they have earned. 
It is not enough tor a great nation me1·ezy 
to have added new years to life-our objec
tive must also be to add new life to those 
years." 

Our great nation, now beset with inflation 
and other problems which have special im
pact upon the elderly, must nevertheless 
continue to advance on many fronts related 
to aging. 

Within the past few weeks we have seen 
enactment of a new housing bill which ends 
long years of stalemate on programs for the 
elderly. We have seen a new pension law 
come into being. We are at work on a na
tional health protection program which will, 
when it comes into being as it must, add to 
the protection offered to the elderly, and 
not diminish it. 

With all of that, and more to come, the 
Congress must occasionally ask where we 
are headed in fundamentals related to agin~. 
Your conference this week helps us to ex
amine that question, and we thank you for 
your initiative, your foresight, and your de
termination to build a better llfe for older 
Americans. 

STRATEGY TO CURB INFLATION 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am most 

pleased to see that President Ford has 
moved ahead promptly to initiate ar
rangements for a domestic summit meet
ing. I am hopeful that this meeting, pre
ceded by the "mini-summits" will have 
the beneficial effect of exploring the eco
nomic problems that face our country as 
well as the alternatives for treating those 
problems. 

I am not optimistic that this summit 
will ''solve" all our problems. First, such 
a large meeting is not a place to work out 
the kind of complex tuning that our 
economy needs. Second, there are no fast 
or easy solutions to the variety of eco
nomic ills that we are trying to cure. 

The Senate Budget Committee has re
cently held hearings at which we heard 
from a number of eminent economists. 
Perhaps the most significant things about 
their testimony was the lack of agree
ment among them. After listening, I am 
inclined to paraphrase one of the wit
nesses who said that our economy is suf
fering from two diseases, and treating 
either makes the other worse. This is not 
uncommon in medicine, and I think it 
can be true in economics also. 

The disease of inflation is obvious to 
everyone. Prices are soaring and we have 
had to add a new phrase to our lan
guage-"double-digit" inflation. 

The other disease is not quite as ap
parent. It is the danger, if not the actual 

presence of a recession, with the unem
ployment and drop in business activity 
that this implies. 

This has led to another new word
stagflation. However, I think we must 
reject the implication in such a word 
that we are dealing with one problem 
for which we seek one solution. I think it 
much more likely that they are separate 
problems, the existence of which at the 
same time makes our economic situation 
even more serious. Rising prices and ris
ing interest and rates combined with 
rising unemployment and stagnant busi
ness conditions is the worst of all worlds. 

The problem of inflation hardly needs 
documentation. It is documented almost 
every time we buy something. Where it 
all began is perhaps not so clear. It can 
probably be traced back to the time when 
the decision was made to run deficits 
in Federal expenditures to fight the war 
in Vietnam. Such deficits are a classic 
way to start inflation-that is, to pour 
money into nonproductive uses thus 
holding down available consumer supply 
while demand continues unchecked or 
even increases. The largely unsuccessful 
efforts to check this inflation ultimately 
resulted in a recession. Then followed ef
forts to pull the economy out of its re
cession and it now appears that these 
efforts contributed heavily to today's in
flation. 

Most significantly, new money supply 
was on the increase during the 1970-72 
period. As far back as 1968 the Joint Eco
nomic Committee had noted that Amer
ica usually suffered a depression when 
money grew at less than 2 percent and 
inflation when it grew more rapidly than 
6 percent. This set the boundaries. But 
between 1970 and 1973 money supply 
grew at an annual rate of 6.9 percent. 
This represented the highest growth rate 
for any 3-year period since World War 
II. It was also well above the average 
4.2 percent over the last decade. I think 
most economists would agree that some 
part of our current-day inflation can be 
charged to that excessively generous 
monetary policy. 

At the same time. the Federal Govern
ment was incurring budget deficits. Leav_ 
ing aside the borrowings of federally 
sponsored agencies, the unified Federal 
budget deficit was $23 billion in 1971; 
$23.2 billion in 1972; and $14.3 billion in 
1973. Thus we had during this period a 
classic situation for increasing inflation, 
where Government spending and easy 
money policies were creating excessive 
demand, or a demand-pull inflation. 

The classic answers to a demand-pull 
inflation are to restrict mone:v supnly 
and reduce Government spending. But 
then some other things happened that 
sent a series of financial shock waves 
through our economy-unrelated to 
monetary and fiscal policy and changed 
the type of inflation we have. Worldwide 
drought conditions placed a high value 
on food sunplies. The dollar was devalued 
twice. And in the aftermath of the Arab 
oil embargo we found that foreign and 
some domestic prices for oil had in
creased fourfold. 

Finally the unfortunately abrupt end 
to the badly administered wage-price 
controls brought on a series of fantastic 
price increases in some industries as well 

as large wage settlements. As a sample 
of these, first year wage settlements in 
major collective-bargaining agreements 
concluded in June came to 9.2 percent, 
lower than the rate of inflation, but not 
really helping to stabilize things. 

On the price side things look even 
worse. In the last 3 months ending in 
July, the Wholesale Price Index jumped 
at an annual rate of 25.7 percent while 
the industrial items in that index rose at 
an annual rate of 34.2 percent. While 
consumer prices do not directly follow 
the wholesale price index, this growth 
represents an alarming trend. 

All of these outside happenings seem to 
have changed the character of the infla
tion. We have gone beyond the demand
pull era, when excessive demand for 
scarce goods was raising prices. We are 
now in a wage-price spiral which feeds 
upon itself and does not respond so read
ily to a monetary and fiscal policy that 
basically restricts demand. 

So where do we s.tand on inflation? As 
a result largely of inflationary monetary 
policies, Federal budget deficits and a 
series of outside shocks to the economy, 
the cost-of-living index stood 11.8 per
cent higher than last year-reported by 
the Wall Street Journal to be the biggest 
increase for any 1-year period since Sep
tember 1947. Last month-July-it was 
growing at an annual rate of 9.6 percent. 
This is down from the previous month 
due to a slight decline in food prices. 
But the outlook is grim when we learn 
that July's Wholesale Price Index showed 
farm prices jumping 7.8 percent or an 
annual rate of 93.6 percent. So any slow
down in the consumer price index is 
likely to be short lived. Moreover, in July 
the worker's buying power had declined 
in 9 of the last 12 months and stood 5.3 
percent below a year earlier. 

How do we deal with this problem 
which is so clearly critical to the eco
nomic well-being of each of us? Certainly 
we must exercise prudent fiscal and 
monetary policy. The budget must be cut 
both because it needs to be cut and be
cause it may help on inflation. I say 
"may" because the most optimistic wit
ness, Dr. Burns, said the immediate effect 
of budget cuts on inflation would be pri
marily psychological. 

In addition, the economy is very large 
and therefore very slow to respond. Any 
budget cuts made this year will have 
little impact on inflation. The most opti
mistic forecast I have heard is that a $10 
billion cut would reduce inflation by 
about 0.3 percent. However, I think we 
must strive for a truly balanced budget 
in 1976 although I do not want to mislead 
anyone about its impact on inflation. 
However, at the very least we must not 
use the budget to fuel inflationary 
pressures. 

Continuing with our treatment for in
flation, we must certainly retain a rea
sonably tight monetary policy. However, 
it would seem reasonable that if the Con
gress manages to cut the budget, that the 
Federal Reserve Board should loosen its 
monetary restrictions somewhat. 

I say this, because now we come to the 
other side of the economic problem, the 
so-called soft economy in which we op
erate. I was interested in a poll I saw the 
other day. Our constituents have clearly 
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labeled inflation their No. 1 concern and 
there is no question but what it hits them 
every day. And yet when they look down 
the road apparently many of them see 
the other problem, recession or depres
sion. It is not the No. 1 problem because 
it is not really hurting yet. But it trou
bles people. 

The poll I saw was made by George 
Gallup and one question it asked was 
"Some economists think the United 
States is heading toward a depression 
such as the Nation experienced in the 
1930's. Do you agree or disagree?" A dis
concertingly large percentage, 46 percent, 
agreed. Interestingly the concern was 
higher among manual workers than 
among clerical and professional workers. 
It was also greater the lower the income. 
Thus we have, I think, an advance signal 
from the American people, that they are 
being hurt by inflation, but while we are 
worrying about that we should look out 
for that depression they see coming. 

Another poll, conducted by Louis Har
ris indicates that 65 percent of the peo
ple believe we are in a recession now; 56 
percent believe we will be next year; but 
only 28 percent believe we are heading 
for a recession. 

I am not suggesting that we determine 
economic policy by poll. They seem to 
conflict as much as economists do. But 
there are many signs that we should be 
concerned. There are many signs that 
the so-called soft economy we are in is 
really a recession and that we may not 
be too far from depression. I notice in 
the August 30 Wall Street Journal that 
the National Bureau of Economic Re
search has said officially that we are not 
in a recession. But whatever you call it, 
it is bad. 

Just as I said earlier that it takes a 
long time for a given policy to reflect it
self in the economy, so a change in trend 
in the economy may begin before it is 
apparent on the surface. Thus, as one 
witness said, you need to begin to treat 
the disease before the symptoms appear. 
Indications are we may already be a little 
late for that. 

One of the softest spots in the economy 
is housing. New housing starts in July 
were down 16 percent over June and were 
38 percent below July 1973. Much of this 
is undoubtedly due to tight money pol
icies that have raised the cost of money 
for builders and home buyers alike to 
astronomical levels-when they can get 
money at all. The chief economist of the 
National Home Builders Association has 
said "It isn't any longer a question of 
production, but a question of survival." 
This reduction in homebuilding, one of 
the sensitive areas that often registers 
advance warning of economic problems, 
will also increase unemployment. Grow
ing unemployment can in turn trigger 
declines in other industries. And if you 
look ahead at the future of housing
which has a fairly long leadtime-the 
permits are just as discouraging. Building 
permits for the 14,000 localities that re
quire them were down 6 percent over 
June and 43 percent from the same 
month a year earlier. 

In the larger picture, Dr. Arthur Burns 
is reported to have said that economic 
growth in the last two quarters of the 
year will be between 0 to 2 percent. When 

combined with the decrease in growth of 
7 percent in the first quarter and 1.2 per
cent in the second, this seems to a lay
man like myself to signal a recession. 

In the meantime, while unemploy
ment stands at about 5.3 percent, it is 
predicted to riBe to between 6 and 7 per
cent before the end of the year. 

So, in summary, we have a picture of 
runaway inflation, with both the Con
sumer Price Index and the Wholesale 
Price Index breaking through the ceiling. 
Output is sluggish, with housing starts 
leading the downward trend. Interest 
rates are astronomical, while the stock 
market continues down. Unemployment 
is up and threatens to go higher. And 
real purchasing power is down. 

As much as I favor monetary and fiscal 
restraint I think we must explore other 
factors. I would like to do that briefly 
here. 

Government spending: We must work 
to cut the budget this year. More im
portant will be the success of the new 
budget process in controlling spending in 
future years and keeping us from getting 
into a new inflationary spiral. The new 
budget committees will be able to look 
at the tax policy picture as well as spend
ing. In the long run tax policy may be 
the more important of the two. And if 
we are to reduce spending we must look 
at everything. Ev-en our most favorite 
programs must be examined to see if they 
are really doing what we thought they 
were doing or intended them to do. And 
we must look at the uncontrollables. 
Most of the so-called uncontrollables are 
uncontrollable only because Congress has 
said so. And what Congress has done it 
can undo, if this is desirable. 

Monetary policy: While the policy of 
the Federal Reserve Board is under
standable in the light of inflation, it may 
be time to moderate that restraint. I was 
pleased to see it reported recently that 
this policy was being moderated a little. 
Interest rates are climbing to alarming 
levels. Their effect on housing and other 
industries helps neither the economy as 
a whole nor inflation specifically. In fact, 
interest costs are real costs and as such 
tend to push prices upward. 

Wage and price policy: We must have 
a national wage and price policy. The 
lack of such a policy reminds me of our 
singular inability to get an energy policy 
and the price we have paid as a result. 
I have concern about whether the re
cently created Council on Wage and 
Price Stability has the funding or the 
muscle to establish such a policy. I would 
have preferred a stronger vehicle and I 
think this is something that will deserve 
more investigation in the not-too-distant 
future. 

Unemployment: Most people seem to 
assume that if we are to fight inflation, 
we must suffer unemployment. Certainly 
when you combine inflation with a de
pressed economy, unemployment is a real 
worry. We must move quickly to develop 
a public service employment program 
that will relieve the burden on at least 
some of the people who will be hurt by 
potential rising unemployment. I would 
like to see Congress get to work on such a 
program now. It has been suggested that 
a 6 percent employment rate might trig-

ger such a program. Although the na
tional unemployment figure is currently 
5.3 percent, the rate in Delaware is re
ported to be 6.6 percent. We are ready 
for that program now in my State. 

Taxation: In a period when real in
come is down, inflation is climbing. Even 
the most ardent advocate of tight mone
tary and fiscal policy agrees that they 
will not quickly reduce inflation and may 
further soften the economy. Thus, in 
addition to unemployment assistance, we 
must be prepared to help those who are 
being hurt by inflation. The lower brack
et taxpayers need relief. We might con
sider giving some relief from the payroll 
tax, the most regressive tax we have. 
Any change in payroll tax must be care
fully designed by transferring to gen
eral funds programs currently financed 
through the tax that are least appro
priate to the tax. If we can get relief for 
the wage earner, then we may wish to 
consider adjustments in inventory de
preciation allowances to help businesses. 
Some of these tax costs can be balanced 
by eliminating oil depletion and foreign 
tax credits as well as long overdue tight-
ening of the minimum tax. · 

Housing industry and thrift institu
tions: Mr. Simon has suggested that we 
need to encourage savings that can go 
into plant and equipment investment to 
strengthen our economy. He points out 
that since 1960 such spending was only 
15 percent of our total output as com
pared to 18 percent for France, 20 per
cent for Germany, and 27 percent for 
Japan. We cannot expect the small saver 
to bear the brunt of this, particularly in 
the housing market where he has been 
doing so at considerably lower interest 
rates than are available to other in
vestors. So we need to look at new means 
of financing our housing programs in
eluding perhap-s some further extensions 
of Government participation to the total 
housing market in a broader setting. This 
will assure the housing industry of a 
more reasonably constant demand. We 
must also reexamine the role of savings 
and loan associations, in terms of wheth
er their authority to lend funds should 
be broadened to strengthen them. In 
addition we must consider whether it is 
either fair or · realistic to hold their 
dividend rates so far below general levels 
for money, this penalizing the small 
saver. 

International economy: In the inter
national area we must take several steps. 
We must move to get oil prices down and 
help our balance of payments. This in
cludes stronger emphasis on energy con
servation efforts and on our push foi 
energy self-sufficiency. These, combined 
with cooperative efforts of oil consuming 
nations to deal with oil producers, should 
yield some benefits in oil pricing. In this 
regard it is disturbing to note that recent 
reports of oversupply on the interna
tional market seem to have been met by 
foreign reduction in production in order 
to hold prices up. We must also work with 
other nations to promote the stability of 
financial institutions rather than going 
it alone. The recent failures of foreign 
banks in which U.S. banks had an inter
est indicates the very real danger of a 
go-it-alone policy. 
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Productivity: One long range effort has 
to be to improve productivity to partially 
offset wage increases that are needed and 
inevitable. Productivity is a difficult 
thing to get at through Government pro
grams, but perhaps better funding and 
more vigorous effort by the Productivity 
Council would be a good place to begin. 

In summary, Mr. President, I see a 
need for several actions. We should work 
immediately to reduce Government 
spending. At the same time we must take 
action to reduce hardship created by cur
rent economic conditions-unemploy
ment or the housing industry. Finally we 
must more carefully take other steps to 
slow inflation without prolonging un
necessarily our present soft economy or 
plunging it to further depths. 

CZECHOSLOVAKIAN CONSULAR 
CONVENTION 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am de
lighted with the series of constructive 
developments recently in our relations 
with Czechoslovakia. They should con
tribute to the establishment of the realis
tic kind of detente we are seeking in the 
relations between the closed societies of 
the East and the open societies of the 
West. 

Presently the Foreign Relations Com
mittee is considering the new Consular 
Convention with Czechoslovakia as a step 
that I hope will bring the convention 
into early effect. 

In a separate statement, I have praised 
the recent exoneration by the Czech 
courts of Mr. John Hvasta, accused of 
espionage in the cold war period. I cited 
this encouraging indicator as a bright 
spot in the lowering clouds of suspicion 
that still envelop East-West relations. 

If both our countries implement the 
new convention with the objectivity and 
sense of justice exhibJted by the Czech 
action in the Hvasta cuse, we can look 
forward to continuing improvement in 
the relations between the United States 
and Czechoslovakia. 

Good consular relations foster in
creased business and cultural contacts 
between the citizens of the countries con
cerned. They provide mutual protection 
and reasonable freedom of movement for 
the tourist, the student, the ethnic visi
tor, the businessman. The multiplication 
of these contacts becomes the warp and 
woof of the fabric of genuine detente. 
That is why the Consular Convention can 
prove a real breakthrough in creating 
improved relations with Czechoslovakia 
and offsetting the crippling effects that 
the very nature of a closed society impose 
upon its external relations. 

Good results of the successful negotia· 
tion of the convention are already 
discernable. 

The growing trade between the United 
States and Czechoslovakia has received 
a new impetus, so that the United States 
is presently the largest Western exporter 
to Czechoslovakia after West Germany. 

In July of this year, preliminary agree
ment was reached between our two coun
tries on property compensation for 
American citizens, an issue that had 
plagued our relatiqns with Czechoslo
vakia since the coup d'etat in 1948. The 
implementation of this agreement will 

be greatly facilitated by the Convention 
and thus in finally eliminating a thorn 
in the side of cordial relations. 

And finally, the Convention is result
ing in the reopening of our consulate 
in Bratislava and the Czech con
sular office in Chicago. Our building in 
Bratislava is being readied for occupancy 
within a few months by the designated 
Consul General, Mr. John Dennis, an 
experienced career Foreign Service of
ficer. 

For me, these developments have an 
important personal meaning as well. 

Over 25 years ago, as a young For
eign Service officer, I had the oppor
tunity to open the American consulate 
at Bratislava just days before the 1948 
Communist putsch. Throughout the 
years since, I have sought to visit Czecho
slovakia as often as possible, and to re
main abreast of conditions there. I hap
pened to be there again immediately 
prior to and after the Soviet military 
intervention of 1968 which crushed the 
liberal dreams of the "Prague Spring." 

In this regard, I was particularly 
struck by the fact that while no Soviet 
soldiers and scarcely any deaths resulted 
from the initial Communist putsch of 
1948, 20 years of first-hand exposure to 
communism necessitated the use of more 
than half a million Warsaw Pact troops, 
and a good many deaths resulted from 
the effort to maintain communism. 

Today, I can only say that I am en
couraged by these announcements of 
improved economic and diplomatic re
lations between the Governments of the 
United States and Czechoslovakia. I hope 
that they are but the prelude to a time 
of increased con tact between Americans 
and Czechs and Slovaks, a development 
which is certain to produce much more 
cordial ties and benefits to the two coun
ties. Prompt Senate action in ratifying 
the Consular Convention will be most 
helpful in realizing this objective. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is 
there further morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is concluded. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS <S. 707) 
TEMPORARILY LAID ASIDE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The un
finished business, S. 707, will be tem
porarily laid aside and remain in a tem
porarily laid aside status until the close 
of business today. 

AUTHORIZATION OF CONSTRUC
TION AT MILITARY INSTALLA
TIONS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of H.R. 
16136, which the clerk will state. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

Calendar 1084, H.R. 16136, an act to au
thorize certain construction at military in
stallations, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, H.R. 16136, which had been re
ported from the Committee on Armed 
Services with an amendment to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

TITLE I 
SEc. 101. The Secretary of the Army may 

establish or develop military installations 
and fac111ties by acquiring, constructing, 
converting, rehabilitating, or installing per
manent or temporary public works, includ
ing land acquisition, site preparat ion, appur
tenances, u t ilities, and equipment for the 
following acquisition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

UNITED STATES A:aMY FORCES COMMAND 

Fort Bragg, North Carolina, $26,170,000. 
Fort Campbell, Kentucky, $9,742,000. 
Fort Carson, Colorado, $34,993,000. 
Fort Hood, Texas, $46;376,000. 
Fort Sam Houston, Texas, $4,286,000. 
Fort Lewis, Washington, $10,270,000. 
Fort Riley, Kansas, $27,074,000. 
Fort Stewart/ Hunter Army Airfield, Geor· 

gia, $42 ,197,000. 
UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING AND 

DOCTRINE COMMAND 

Fort Belvoir, Virginia, $9,625,000. 
Fort Benning, Georgia, $36,827,000. 
Fort Bliss, Texas, $12,293,000. 
Fort Eustis, Virginia, $8,124,000. 
Fort Gordon, Georgia, $9,858,000. 
Hunter-Liggett Military Reservation, Cal-

ifornia, $1,108,000. 
Fort Jackson, South Carolina, $19,078,000. 
Fort Knox, Kentucky, $2,264,000. 
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, $9,911,000. 
Fort Lee, Virginia, $11,936,000. 
Fort McClellan, Alabama, $17,344,000. 
Presidio of Monterey, California, $3,107,000. 
Fort Ord, California, $3,660,000. 
Fort Polk, Louisiana, $7,304,000. 
Fort Rucker, Alabama, $3,906,000. 
Fort Sill, Oklahoma, $16,265,000. 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, $3,360,000. 

UNTI'ED STATES ARMY MILTI'ARY DISTRICT OF 
WASHINGTON 

Fort Myer, Virginia, $2,497,000. 
UNTI'ED STATES ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland, $1,-
030,000. 

Aeronautical Maintenance Center, Texas, 
$541,000. 

Anniston Army Depot, Alabama, $5,388,000. 
Army Materiel and Mechanics Research 

Center, Massachusetts, $558,000. 
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania, 

$4,726,000. 
Lexington;Blue Grass Army Depot, Ken-

tucky, $616,000. 
Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey, $2,820,000. 
Red River Army Depot, Texas, $1,160,000. 
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, $10,322,000. 
Rock Island Arsenal, lll1no1s, $2,731,000. 
Sacramento Army Depot, California, $2,-

599,000. 
Seneca Army Depot, New York, $815,000. 
Sierra Army Depot, California, $717,000. 
Watervliet Arensal, New York, $3,256,000. 
White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico, 

$3,574,000. 
Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona, $1,859,000. 

UNTI'ED STATES ARMY COMMUNICATION 
COMMAND 

Fort Huachuca, Arizona, $7,507,000. 
Fort Ritchie, Maryland, $2,023,000. 

UNTI'ED STATES MILTI'ARY ACADEMY 

United States M111tary Academy, West 
Point, New York, $8,862,000. 

HEALTH SERVXCES COMMAND 

Fort Detrick, Maryland, $486,000. 
Various Locations, $19,773,000. 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Cold Regions Laboratories, New Hamp
shire, $2,515,000. 
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UNITED STATES ARMY, ALASKA 

Fort Greely, Alaska, $251 ,000. 
Fort Richardson, Alaska, $4,002,000 . 
Fort Wainwright, Alaska, $1,512,000. 

UNITED STATES .ARMY, HAWAII 
Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, $15,324,000. 
Tripier General Hospital, Hawaii, $1,205,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
Various Locations, Air Pollution Abate

ment, $1,356,000. 
Various Locations, Water Pollution Abate

ment, $16,358,000. 
DINING FACILITIES MODERNIZATION 

Various Locations, $10 ,723,000. 
OuTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES, SOUTHERN 
COMMAND 

Canal Zone, Various Locations, $557,000. 
UNITED STATES ARMY, PACIFIC 

Korea, Various Locations, $5,139,000. 
PUERTO RICO 

Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico, $1 ,862,000. 
KWA.TALEIN MISSILE RANGE 

National Missile Range, $1,272,000. 
UNITED STATES ARMY SECURITY AGENCY 

Various Locations, $148,000. 
UNITED STATES ARMY COMMUNICATIONS 

COMMAND 
Fort Buckner, Okinawa, $532,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY, EUROPE 
Germany, Various Locations, $32,355,000. 
Camp Darby, Italy, $4,159,000. 
Various Locations: For the United States 

share of the cost of multilateral programs for 
the acquisition or construction of military 
facilities and installations, including inter
national military headquarters, for the col
lective defense of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Area, $84,000,000: Provided, That within 
thirty days after the end of each quarter, the 
Secretary of the Army shall furnish to the 
Committees on Armed Services and on Ap
propria t ions of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives a description of obligations 
incurred as the United States share of such 
multilateral programs. 

SEc. 102. The Secretary of the Army may 
establish or develop Army installations and 
facilities by proceeding with construction 
made necessary by changes in Army missions 
and responsibilities which have been occa
sioned by: ( 1) unforeseen security consider
ations, (2) new weapons developments, (3) 
new and unforeseen research and develop
ment requirements, or (4) improved produc
tion schedules if the Secretary of Defense de
termines that deferral of such construction 
for inclusion in the next M111tary Construc
tion Authorization Act would ~e inconsistent 
with interests of national security, and in 
connection therewith to acquire, construct, 
convert, rehabilitate, or install permanent or 
temporary public works, including land ac
quisition, site preparation, appurtenances, 
utllities, and equipment; in the total amount 
of $10,000,000: Provided, That the Secretary 
of the Army, or his designee, shall notify the 
Committees. on Armed Services of the Sen
ate and House of Representatives, immedi
ately upon reaching a final decision to im
plement, of the cost of construction of any 
public work undertaken under this section, 
including those real estate actions pertain
ing thereto. This authorization will expire 
upon enactment of the fiscal year 1976 M111-
tary Construction Authorization Act except 
for those public works projects concerning 
which the Committees on Armed Services of 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
have been notified pursuant to this section 
prior to that date. 

SEc. 103. (a) Public Law 93-166,is amended 
under the heading "OuTSIDE THE UNITED 
STATES-UNITED STATES ARMY, EUROPE", in 
sect ion 101 as follows: 

With respect to "Germany, Various Loca
tions" strike out "$12,517,000" and insert in 
place thereof "$16,360,000". 

(b) Public Law 93-166is amended by strik
ing out in clause (1) of section 602 "$107,-
257,000" and "$596,084,000" and inserting in 
place thereof "$111,100,000" and "$599,927,-
000", respectively. 

SEc. 104. (a) Public Law 92-545, as 
amended, is amended under the heading 
"INSIDE THE UNITED STATES", in section 101 as 
follows: 

With respect to "Fort Myer, Virginia," 
strike out "$1,815,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$3,615,000". 

With respect to "Fort SUl, Oklahoma," 
strike out "$14,958,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$16,159,000". 

(b) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is 
amended under the heading "OUTSIDE THE 
UNITED STATES-UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES, 
SOUTHERN COMMAND" in section 101 as fol
lOWS: 

With respect to "Canal Zone, Various Lo
cations" strike out "$8,129,000" and insert 
in place thereof "$9,238,000". 

(c) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause (1) of 
section 702 "$444,767,000;" "$117,311,000;" 
and "$562.078,000" and inserting in place 
thereof "$447,768,000;" "$118,420,000;" and 
"$566,188,000", respectively. 

SEc. 105. (a) Public Law 91-511, as 
amended, is amended under the heading "IN• 
SIDE THE UNITED STATES", in section 101 8S 
follows: 

With respect to "Rock Island Arsenal, Illi
nois," strike out "$2,750,000" and insert in 
place thereof "$3,650,000". 

(b) Public Law 91-511, as amended , is 
amended by striking out in clause (1) of sec
tion 602 "$181,834,000" and "$267,031,000" 
and inserting in place thereof "$182,734,000" 
and "$267,931,000", respectively. 

SEc. 106. Public Law 93-166 is amended in 
section 105 as follows: 

Public Law 93-166, section 105(b), amend
ing Public Law 92-145, section 702, clause 
(1) as amended, having inserted erroneous 
figures, is amended by striking out "$404,-
500,000" and "$405,107,000" and inserting in 
place thereof "$405,000,000" and "$405,607,-
000", respectively. 

TITLE II 
SEC. 201. The Secretary of the Navy may 

establish or develop mllitary installations 
and facilities by acquiring, constructing, con
verting, rehabilitating, or installing perma
nent or temporary public works, including 
land acquisition, site preparation, appurten
ances, utllities and equipment for the fol
lowing acquisition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
FIRST NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine, $261,-
000. 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, 
$7,232,000. 

Naval Security Group Activity, Winter Har
bor, Maine, $255,000. 

Naval Education and Training Center, New
port, Rhode Island, $4;153,000. 

Naval Underwater Systems Center, New
port, Rhode Island, $10,274,000. 

THIRD NAVAL DISTRICT 
Naval Submarine Base, New London, Con

necticut, $4,971,000. 
FOURTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Test Facility, Lakehurst, New 
Jersey, $7,350,000. 

Navy Ships Parts Control Center, Mechan
icsburg, Pennsylvania, $2,336,000. 

Naval Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsyl· 
vania, $296,000. 

NAVAL DISTRICT, WASHINGTON 
Naval District Commandant, Washington, 

District of Columbia, $2,883,000. 

Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, 
District of Columbia, $3,377,000. 

Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland, $7,-
706 ,000. 

National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, 
Maryland, $14,943,000. 

Uniformed Services University of the 
Health Sciences, Bethesda, Maryland, $15,-
000,000. 

FIFTH NAVAL DISTRICT 
Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp 

Lejeune, North Carolina, $290,000. 
Naval Air Rework Facility, Cherry Point, 

North Carolina, $252,000. 
Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training 

Center, Atlantic, Dam Neck, Virginia, 
$2,034,000. 

Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, Vir
ginia, $896,000. 

Atlantic Command Operations Control 
Center, Norfolk, Virginia, $633,000. 

Naval Air Station, Norfolk, Virginia, 
$3,471,000. 

Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia, $5,080,000. 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia, 

$4,990,000. 
Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia, 

$1,047,000. 
Norfolk Naval Regional Medical Center, 

Portsmouth, Virginia, $15,801,000. 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Vir

ginia, $5,602,000. 
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Vir

ginia, $1,595,000. 
SIXTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida, 
$1,534,000. 

Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, Florida, 
$446,000. 

Naval Regional Medical Center, Jackson
ville, Florida, $7,417,000. 

Naval Station, Mayport, Florida., $3,239,-
000. 

Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida, 
$8,709,000. 

Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama 
City, Florida, $795,000. 

Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida, 
$19,448,000. 

Naval Technical Training Center, Pensa
cola, Florida, $4,478,000. 

Naval Air Station, Whiting Field, Florida, 
$1 ,561 ,000. 

Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi, 
$1,485,000. 

Naval Hospital, Beaufort, South Carolina, 
$7,112,000. 

Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston, 
South Carolina., $200,000. 

Naval Station, Charleston, South Carolina, 
$15,352,000. 

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South 
Carolina, $3,750,000. 

Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, South 
Carolina, $2,564,000. 

Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee, 
$4,284,000. 

Naval Hospital, Memphis, Tennessee, 
$1,888,000. 

EIGHTH NAVAL DISTRICT 
Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, 

Louisiana, $3,080,000. 
Naval Air Station, Kingsville, Texas, 

$1,428,000. 
NINTH NAVA7.. DISTRICT 

Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, llli
nois, $1,958,000. 

ELEVENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 
Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp 

Pendleton, California, $7,619,000. 
Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, Cali

fornia, $8,371,000. 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, 

California, $6,011,000. 
Naval Air Station, Miramar, California, 

$11,772,000. 
Naval Air Station, North Island, Califor

nia, $12,943,000. 
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Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port 

Hueneme, California, $1,048,000. 
Naval Electronics Laboratory Center, San 

Diego, California, $3,238,000. 
Naval Region Medical Center, San Diego, 

California, $13,493,000. 
Naval Training Center, San Diego, Ca11for

n1a, $8,657,000. 
Navy Submarine Support Fac111ty, San 

Diego, California, $4,234,000. 
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach, Cali

fornia, $2,147,000. 
TWELFTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Rework Fac111ty, Alameda, Cali
fornia, $1,638,000. 

Naval Hospital, Lemoore, California, $333,-
000. 

Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, California, 
$77,000. 

Naval Communications Station, Stockton, 
California, $1,102,000. 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, Cali
fornia, $2,301,000. 

THmTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 
Naval Station, Adak, Alaska, $7,697,000. 
Trident Support Site, Bangor, Washington, 

$103,808,000. 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, 

Washington, $393,000. 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Wash

ington, $2,603,000. 
FOURTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Commander in Chief Pacific, Oahu, Hawaii, 
$2,700,000. 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu, Hawa11, 
$795,000. 

Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, $1,-
505,000. 

Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii, $3,356,000. 

Naval Communication Station, Honolulu 
Wahiawa, Hawaii, $971,000. 

MARINE CORPS 
Marine Corps Development and Education 

Command, Quantico, Virginia, $2,803,000. 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North 

Carolina, $13,864,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, 

North Carolina, $1,260,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, New River, North 

Carolina, $499,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, Arizona, 

$3,203,000. 
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, Cali

fornia, $1,463,000. 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, Cali

fornia, $7,271,000. 
Marine Corps Base, Twenty-nine Palms, 

Caltfornia, $397,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, 

Hawaii , $5,497,000. · 
POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abate-
1}\ient, $9,849,000. 

Various Locations, Water Pollution Abate
ment, $44,251,000. 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
TENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Telecommunications Center, Roose
velt Roads, Puerto Rico, $3,186,000. 

Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto 
Rico, $947,000. 

Naval Security Group Activity, Sabana 
Seca, Puerto Rico, $1,026,000. 

Naval 
$800,000. 

FIFTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 
Support Activity, Canal 

ATLANTIC OCEAN AREA 

Zone, 

Naval Air Station. Bermuda, $1 ,866,000. 
Naval Station, Kefiavik, Iceland, $4,193,000. 

EUROPEAN AREA 
Naval Air Facility, Sigonella, Sicily, Italy, 

$311,000. 
Naval Security Group Activity, Edzell, Scot

land, $571,000. 

Naval Activities Detachment, Holy Loch, 
Scotland, $1,188,000. 

INDIAN OCEAN AREA 
Naval Communications Facility, Diego Gar

cia, Chagos Archipelago, $14,802,000. 
PACIFIC OCEAN AREA 

Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam, Mariana 
Islands, $728,000. 

Naval Communications Station, Finegayan, 
Guam, Mariana Islands, $1,305,000. 

Naval Ship Repair Facility, Guam, Mariana 
Islands, $1,782,000. 

Navy Public Works Center, Guam, Mariana 
Islands, $907,000. 

Naval Hospital, Yokosuka, Japan, $360,000. 
Naval Air Station, Cubi Point, Republic of 

the Philippines, $1,624,000. 
Naval Station, Subic Bay, Republic of the 

Philippines, $3,741,000. 
POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abate
ment, $1,059,000. 

Various Locations, Water Pollution Abate
ment, $4,038,000. 

SEc. 202. The Secretary of the Navy may 
establish or develop Navy installations and 
facilities by proceeding with construction 
made necessary by changes in Navy missions 
and responsibilities which have been occa
sioned by ( 1) unforeseen security considera
tions, (2) new weapons developments, (3) 
new and unforeseen research and develop
ment requirements, or (4) improved produc
tion schedules, if the Secretary of Defense 
determines that deferral of such construc
tion for inclusion in the next M111tary Con
struction Authorization Act would be in
consistent with interests of national secur
ity, and in connection therewith to acquire, 
construct, convert, rehabi11tate, or install 
permanent or temporary public works, in
cluding land acquisition, site preparation, 
appurtenances, utilities, and equipment, in 
the total amount of $10,000,000: Provided, 
That the Secretary of the Navy, or his des
ignee, shall notify the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives, immediately upon reach
ing a decision to implement, of the cost of 
construction of any public work undertaken 
under this section, including those real 
estate actions pertaining thereto. This au
thorization will expire upon enactment of 
the fiscal year 197C M111tary Construction 
Authorization Act, except for those public 
works projects concerning which the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House of Representatives have been no
tified pursuant to this section prior to that 
date. 

SEc. 203. (a) Public Law 90-408, as amend
ed, is amended under the heading "INSIDE 
THE UNITED STATES", in section 201 as fol
lOWS! 

With respect to "Naval Academy, Annap
olis, Maryland," strike out "$2,000,000" and 
insert in place thereof "$4,391,000". 

(b) Public Law 90-408, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause (2) of sec
tion 802 "$241,668,000" and "$248,532,000" 
-and inserting in place thereof "$244,059,000" 
and "$250,924,000", respectively. 

SEc. 204. (a) Public Law 91-511, as 
amended, is amended under the heading 
"INSIDE THE UNITED STATES", in section 201 
as follows: 

With respect to "Naval Air Rework Fa
cllity, Jacksonville, Florida, strike out 
"$3,869,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$4,534,000". 

(b) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause (2) of sec
tion 602 "$247,204,000" and "$274,342,000" 
and inserting in place thereof "$247,869,000" 
and "$275,007,000", respectively. 

SEC. 205. (a) Public Law 92-545, as 
amended, is amended under the heading 

"INSIDE THE UNITED STATES", in section 201 
as follows: 

With respect to "Navy Public Works Cen
ter, Norfolk, Virginia," strike out "$3,319,000" 
and insert in place thereof "$7,019,000". 

With respect to "Naval Ammunition De
pot, Hawthorne, Nevada," strike out "$6,-
003,000" and insert in place thereof "$10,-
203,000". 

(b) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause (2) of 
section 702 "$477,664,000" and "$518,881,000'' 
and inserting in place thereof "$485,564,000" 
and "$526,781,000", respectively. 

SEc. 206. (a) Public Law 93-166 is amended 
under the heading "INSIDE THE UNITED 
STATEs", in section 201 as follows: 

With respect to "Naval Home, Gulfport, 
Mississippi," strike out "$9,444,000" and in
sert in place thereof "$11,802,000". 

With respect to "Naval Air Station, Merid
ian, Mississippi," strike out "$4,532,000" 

. and insert in place thereof "$5,466,000". 
With respect to "Naval Air Station, Ala

meda, California," "strike out "$3,827,000" 
and insert in place thereof "$7,756,000". 

With respect to "Marine Corps Supply Cen
ter, Barstow, California," strike out "$3,-
802,000" and insert in place thereof "$6,-
210,000". 

(b) Public Law 93-166 is amended by strik
ing out in clause (2) of section 602 "$511,-
606,000 and "$570,439,000" and inserting in 
place thereof "$521,235,000" and "$580,068,-
000", respectively. 

TITLE III 
SEc. 301. The Secretary of the Air Force 

may establish or develop military installa
tions and facilities by acquiring, construct
ing, converting, rehabilitating, or installing 
permanent or temporary public works, in
cluding land acquisition, site preparation, 
appurtenances, utilities, and equipment, for 
the following acquisition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND 

Peterson Field, Colorado Springs, Colorado, 
$6,885,000. 

Tyndall Air Force Base, Panama City, Flor
ida, $2,775,000. 

Am FORCE COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE 
Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base Grand

view, Missouri, $805,000. 
Am FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND 

Hill Air Force Base, Ogden, Utah, $11,-
894,000. 

Kelly Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas, 
$11,588,000. 

McClellan Air Force Base, Sacramento, 
California, $15,873,000. 

Newark Air Force Station, Newark, Ohio, 
$1,977,000. 

Robins Air Force Base, Warner Robins, 
Georgia, $792,000. 

Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma City. 
Oklahoma, $9,839,000. 

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton, 
Ohio, $16,271,000. 

Am FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND 
Arnold Engineering Development Center. 

Tullahoma, Tennessee, $4,240,000. 
Brooks Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas. 

$3,100,000. 
Edwards Air Force Base, Muroc, California, 

$1,647,000. 
Eglin Air Force Base, Valparaiso, Florida, 

$13,512,000. 
Kirtland Air Force Base, Albuquerque, New 

Mexico, $232,000. 
Patrick Air Force Base, Cocoa, Florida, 

$642,000. 
Satelllte Tracking Facllities, $832,000. 

Am TRAINING COMMAND 
Columbus Air Force Base, Columbus, Miss

issippi, $169,000. 
Keesler Air Force Base, Biloxi, Mississippi, 

$7,297,000. 
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Laughlin Air Force Base, Del Rio, Texas, 

$298,000. 
Lowry Air Force Base, Denver, Colorado, 

$7,885,000. 
Mather Air Force Base, Sacramento, Cali

fornia, $2,143,000. 
Randolph Air Force Base, San Antonio, 

Texas, $790,000. 
Reese Air Force Base, Lubbock, Texas, 

$836,000. 
Sheppard Air Force Base, Wichita Falls, 

Texas, $8,631,000. 
Vance Air Force Base, Enid, Oklahoma, 

$6,798,000 . 
Webb Air Force Base, Big Spring, Texas, 

$776,000. 
Williams Air Force Base, Chandler, Ari

zona, $5,849,000. 
AIR UNIVERSITY 

Maxwell Air Force Base, Montgomery, Ala
bama, $2,500,000. 

ALASKAN AIR COMMAND 
Eielson Air Force Base, Fairbanks, Alaska, 

$310,000. 
Various Locations, $15,242,000. 

HEADQUARTERS COMMAND 
Andrews Air Force Base, Camp Springs, 

Maryland, $14,699,000. 
Bolling Air Force Base, Washington, Dis

trict of Columbia, $3,155,000. 
MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND 

Dover Air Force Base, Dover, Delaware, $1,-
373,000. 

McGuire Air Force Base, Wrightstown, New 
Jersey, $408,000. 

Scott Air Force Base, Belleville, Dlinois, 
$341,000. 

Travis Air Force Base, Fairchild, California, 
$8,800,000. 

PACIFIC AIR FORCES 
Hickam Air Force Base, Honolulu, Hawaii, 

$11,878,000. 
STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND 

Barksdale Air Force Base, Shreveport, 
Louisiana, $641,000. 

Blytheville Air Force Base, Blytheville, Ar
kansas, $675,000. 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Tucson, 
Arizona, $3,009,000. 

Ellsworth Air Force Base, Rapid City, South 
Dakota, $2,109,000. 

Griffiss Air Force Base, Rome, New York, 
$1,774,000. 

Grissom Air Force Base, Peru, Indiana, 
$323,000. 

K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Marquette, 
Michigan, $7,050,000. 

Kincheloe Air Force Base, Kinross, Michi
gan, $835,000. 

Malmstrom Air Force Base, Great Falls, 
Montana, $3,740,000. 

McConnell Air Force Base, Wichita, Kan
sas, $3,038,000. 

Minot Air Force Base, Minot, North Dakota, 
$238,000. 

Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska, 
$5,595,000. 

Pease Air Force Base, Portsmouth, New 
Hampshire, $115,000. 

Plattsburgh Air Force Base, Plattsburgh, 
New York, $882,000. 

Whiteham Air Force Base, Knob Noster, 
Missouri, $6,692,000. 

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND 
Cannon Air Force Base. Clovis, New Mex

ico, $1,715,000. 
George Air Force Base, Victorville, Cali

fornia, $4,794,000. 
Holloman Air Force Base, Alamogordo, 

New Mexico, $,,565,000. 
Langley Ab F Jrce B9se, Hampton, Virginia, 

$3,056,000. 
Little Rock Air Force Base, Little Rock, 

Arkansas, $5,141,000. 
MacDill Air Force Base, Tampa, Florida, 

$265,000. 
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, Myrtle Beach, 

South Carolina, $300,000. 

Nellis Air Force Base, Las Vegas, Nevada, 
$6,495,000. 

Pope Air Force Base, Fayetteville, North 
Carolina, $730,000. 

Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, Golds
boro, North Carolina, $3,948,000. 

Various Locations, $5,194,000. 
POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abate
ment, $2,056,000. 

Various Locations, Water Pollution Abate
ment, $13,700,000. 

SPECIAL FACILITIES 
Various Locations, $13,952,000. 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND 

Various Locations, $138,000. 
PACIFIC AIR FORCES 

Various Locations, $5,985,000. 
UNITED STATES AIR FORCES IN EUROPE 

Germany, $280,000. 
United Kingdom, $884,000. 
Various Locations, $63,081,000. 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE ·SECURITY SERVICE 
Various Locations, $4,135,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
Various Locations, Water Pollution Abate

ment, $595,000. 
SPECIAL FACILITIES 

Various Locations, $1,999,000. 
SEc. 302. The Secretary of the Air Force 

may establish or develop classified military 
installations and facilities by acquiring, con
structing, converting, rehab111tating, or in
stalling permanent or temporary public 
works, including land acquisition, site prep
aration, appurtenances, utilities and equip
ment, in the total amount of $8,100,000. 

SEc. 303. The Secretary of the Air Force 
may establish or develop Air Force installa
tions and facilities by proceeding with con
struction made necessary by changes in Air 
Force missions and responsibilities which 
have been occasioned by: (1) unforeseen se
curity considerations, (2) new weapons de
velopments, (3) new and unforeseen research 
and development requirements, or (4) im
proved production schedules, if the Secretary 
of Defense determines that deferral of such 
construction for inclusion in the next Mili
tary Construction Authorization Act would be 
inconsistent with interests of national se
curity, and in connection therewith to ac
quire, construct, convert, rehabilitate, or in
stall permanent or temporary public works, 
including land acquisition, site preparation, 
appurtenances, utilities, and equipment in 
the total amount of $10,000,000: Provided, 
That the Secretary of the Air Force, or his 
designee, shall notify the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives, immediately upon reaching 
a final decision to implement, of the cost of 
construction of any public work undertaken 
under this section, including those real es
tate actions pertaining thereto. This authori
zation will expire upon enactment of the fis
cal year 1976 Military Construction Authori
zation Act, except for those public works 
projects concerning which the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives have been notified pursuant 
to this section prior to that date. 

SEc. 304. Section 609 of Public Law 89-188, 
is amended by changing the period at the 
end thereof to a comma and adding the fol
lowing: "or if no appropriated funds are 
involved, has first b~:::n reported by the Air 
Force to the Congress in the manner set 
forth in section 2662, title 10, United States 
Code.". · 

SEc. 305. (a) Section 301 of Public Law 93-
166 is amended under the heading "INSIDE 
THE UNITED STATES" as fOllOWS: 

(1) Under the subheading "AEROSPACE DE
FENSE COMMAND" with respect to "Peterson 

Field, Colorado Springs, Colorado", strike out 
"$7,843,000" and insert in place thereof "$9,-
733,000". . 

(2) Under the subheading "AEROSPACE DE· 
FENSE COMMAND" with .respect to "Tyndall 
Air Force Base, Panama City, Florida", 
strike out "$1,020,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$1,284,000". 

(3) Under the SUbheading "AIR FORCE COM
MUNICATIONS SERVICE" With respect to "Rich
ards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Grandview, Mis
souri", strike out "$3,963,000'' and insert in 
place thereof "$6,130.000". 

(4) Under the subheading "AIR FORCE 
LOGISTICS COMMAND" With respect to "Robins 
Air Force Base, Warner Robins, Georgia", 
strike out "$4,628,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$7 ,324,000". 

(5) Under the subheading "Am FORCE 
SYSTEMS COMMAND" With respect to "Eglin Air 
Force Base, Valparaiso, Florida", strike out 
"$7,039,000" in insert in place thereof 
"$8,882,000". 

(6) Under the subheading "Am TRAINING 
cOMMAND" with respect to "Keesler Air Force 
Base, Biloxi, Mississippi", strike out "$8,786,-
000" and insert in place thereof "$10,733,000". 

(7) Under the SUbheading "AIR TRAINING 
coMMAND" with respect to "Lackland Air 
Force Base, San Antonio, Texas", strike out 
"$6,509,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$9,186,000". 

(8) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING 
COMMAND" with respect to "Reese Air Force 
Base, Lubbock, Texas", strike out "$4,211,000" 
and insert in place thereof "$6,461,000". 

(9) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING 
coMMAND" with respect to "Vance Air Force 
Base, Enid, Oklahoma", strike out $371,000" 
and insert in place thereof "$895,000". 

(10) Under the subheading "Am TRAINING 
coMMAND" with respect to "Webb Air Force 
Base, Big Spring, Texas", strike out "$3,154,-
000" and insert in place thereof "$4,307,000". 

( 11) Under the subheading "MILITARY Am
LIFT COMMAND" With respect to "Altus Air 
Force Base, Altus, Oklahoma", strike out 
"$1,078,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$1,440,000". 

(12) Under the subheading "sTRATEGic AIR 
COMMAND" with respect to "Francis E. War
ren Air Force Base, Cheyenne, Wyoming". 
strike out "$5,834,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$8,265,000". 

(13) Under the SUbheading "TACTICAL AIR 
coMMAND" with respect to "Little Rock Air 
Force Base, Little Rock, Arkansa.s", strike out 
"$1,165,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$2,200,000". 

(14) Under the subheading "TACTICAL Am 
coMMAND" with respect to "Nellis Air Force 
Base, Las Vegas, Nevada", strike out "$2,588,-
000" and insert in place thereof "$3,637,000". 

(b) Public Law 93-166 is further amended 
by striking out in clause (3) of section 602 
"$238,439,000" and "$260,741,000" and insert
ing in place thereof "$260,727,000" and 
"$283,029,000", respectively. 

TITLE IV 
SEc. 401. The Secretary of Defense may 

establish or develop military installations 
and faciUties by acquiring, constructing, con
verting, rehabllitating, or insta111ng perma
nent or temporary public works, including 
land acquisition, site preparation, appur
tenances, utilities and equipment, for de
fense agencies for the following acquisition 
and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY 

Defense Mapping Agency Aerospace Cen
ter (St. Louis AFS), St. Louis, Missouri, $2,-
573,000. 

Fort Belvoir, Virginia, $670,000. 
DEFENSE SUPPLY AGENCY 

Defense Construction Supply Center, Co
lumbus, Ohio, $1,862,000. 

Defense Depot, Mechanicsburg, Pennsyl
vania, $394,000. 
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Defense Depot, Memphis, Tennessee, $1,-

399,000. 
Defense Depot, Ogden, Utah, $527,000. 
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Day

ton, Ohio, $572,000. 
Defense Industrial Plant Equipment Fa

cility, Atchison, Kansas, $646,000. 
Defense Personnel Support Center, Phil

adelphia, Pennsylvania, $936,000. 
NATIONAL SECURrrY AGENCY 

Fort George G. Meade, Maryland, $2,363,-
000. 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY 

Johnston Atoll, $1,458,000. 
Eniwetok Auxiliary Airfield, $4,000,000. 
SEc. 402. The Secretary of Defense may 

establish or develop installations and facil
ities which he determines to be vital to the 
security of the United States, and in con
nection therewith to acquire, construct, con
vert, rehabilitate, or install permanent or 
temporary public works, including land 
acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, 
utilities, and equipment in the total amount 
of $15,000,000: Provided, That the Secre
tary of Defense or his designee shall notify 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives immedi
ately upon reaching a final decision to im
plement, of the cost of construction of any 
public work undertaken under this section, 
including real estate actions pertaining 
theret0. 
TITLE V-MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING 

AND HOMEOWNERS ASSISTANCE PRO
GRAM 
SEc. 501. The Secretary of Defense, or his 

designee, is authorized to construct, at the 
locations hereinafter named, family housing 
units and mobile home facilities in the num
bers hereinafter listed, but no family hous
ing construction shall be commenced at any 
such locations in the United States, until the 
Secretary shall have consulted with the Sec
retary of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, as to the availab111ty of 
adequate private housing at such lo.cations. 
If agreement cannot be reached with respect 
to the ava1lab111ty of adequate private hous
ing at any location, the Secretary of Defense 
shall immediately notify the Committee on 
Armed Services of the House of Representa
tives and the Senate, in writing, o_f such dif
ference of opinion, and no contra.ct for con
struction at such location shall be entered 
into for a period of thirty days after such 
notification has been given. This authority 
shall include the authority to acquire land, 
and interests in land, by gift, purchase, ex
change of Government-owned land, or other
wise. 

(a) Family Housing units--
(1) The Department of the Army, two 

thousand four hundred and sixty units, $82,-
396,600. 

Fort Stewart/ Hunter Army Airfield, Geor
gia, four hundred units. 

United States Army Installations, Oahu, 
Hawaii, one thousand units. 

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois, sixty units. 
Fort Riley, Kansas, five hundred units. 
Fort Jackson, South Carolina, one hundred 

units. 
Fort Eustis, Virginia, one hundred units. 
United States Army Installations, Atlantic 

Side, Canal Zone, one hundred units. 
United States Army Installations, Pacific 

Side, Canal Zone, two hundred units. 
(2) The Department of the Navy, three 

thousand one hundred and fifty-eight units, 
$108,778,960. 

Naval Complex, San Diego, California, five 
hundred units. 

' Naval Complex, Jacksonville, Florida, two 
hundred units. ' 

Naval Complex, Oahu, Hawaii, seven hun
dred units. 

Naval Complex, New Orleans, Louisiana, 
two hundred units. 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North 
Carolina, two hundred units. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, 
North Carolina, three hundred units. 

Naval Complex, Charleston, South Caro
lina, five hundred and twenty-six units. 

Naval Complex, Bremerton, Washington, 
three hundred and thirty-two units. 

Naval Complex, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, 
two hundred units. 

(3) The Department of the Air Force, one 
thousand three hundred units, $40,143,500. 

United States Air Force Installations, 
Oahu, Hawaii, two hundred units. 

Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana, one 
hundred and fifty units. 

Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire, two 
hundred units. 

Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, 
one hundred units. 

Altus Air Force Base, Oklahoma, two hun
dred units. 

Misawa Air Base, Japan, two hundred units. 
Clark Air Base, Ph111ppines, two hundred 

and fifty units. 
(b) Mobile Home Fac111ties--
(1) The Department of the Army, two hun

dred and forty spaces, $960,000. 
(2) The Department of the Air Force, two 

hundred spaces, $888,000. 
(c) Demolition of existing structures on 

proposed sites for family housing: 
Naval Complex, Bremerton, Washington, 

$540,000. 
SEc. 502. (a) Authorization for the con

struction of family housing provided in sec
tion 501 of this Act shall be subject, under 
such regulations as the Secretary of Defense 
may prescribe, to the following limitations 
on cost, which shall include shades, screens, 
ranges, refrige-rators, and all other installed 
equipment and fixtures, the cost of the fam
ily unit, and the proportionate costs of land 
acquisition, site preparation (excluding 
demolition authorized in section 601(c)), 
and installation of utilities. 

(b) The average unit cost for all units of 
family housing constructed in the United 
States (other than Alaska and Hawaii) shall 
not exceed $29,500 and in no event shall the 
cost of any unit exceed $46,000. 

(c) When famtly housing units are con
structed in areas other than that specified 
in subsection (b) the average cost of all such 
units shall not exceed $40,000, and in no 
event shall the cost of any unit exceed 
$46,000. 

SEc. 503. The Secretary of Defense, or his 
designee, is authorized to accomplish altera
tions, additions, expansions, or extensions not 
otherwise authorized by law, to existing pub
lic quarters at a cost not to exceed-

(1) for the Department of the Army, $20,-
000,000. 

(2) for the Department of the Navy, $20,-
000,000. 

(3) for the Department of the Air Force, 
$20,000,000. 

SEc. 504. Notwithstanding the limitations 
contained in prior M111tary Construction Au
thorization Acts on cost of construction of 
family housing, the limitations on such cost 
contained in section 502 of this Act shall 
apply to all prior authorizations for con
struction of family housing not heretofore 
repealed and for which construction con
tracts have not been executed prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

SEc. 505. The Secretary of Defense, or his 
designee, is authorized to construct or other
wise acquire at the locations hereinafter 
named, family housing units not subject to 
the limitations on such cost contained in 
section 502 of this Act. This authority shall 
include the authority to acquire land, and 
interests in land, by gift, purchase, ex
change of Government-owned land, or other
wise. Total costs shall include shades, 

screens, ranges, refrigerators, and other in
stalled equipment and fixtures, the cost of 
the family unit, and the costs of land acqui
sition, site preparation, and installation of 
utilities. 

(a) Naval Station, Kefiavik, Iceland, two 
hundred units, at a total cost not to exceed 
$9,600,000. 

(b) Two family housing units in Warsaw, 
Poland, at a total cost not to exceed $120,-
000. This authority shall be funded by use 
of excess foreign currency when so provided 
in Department of Defense Appropriation 
Acts. 

SEc. 506. The Secretary of Defense, or his 
designee, is authorized to accomplish re
pairs and improvements to existing public 
quarters in amounts in excess of the $15,000 
limitation prescribed in section 610 (a) of 
Public Law 90-110, as amended (81 Stat. 279, 
306) , as follows: 

Fort McNair, Washington, District of Co
lumbia, five units, $176,500. 

Fort Sam Houston, Texas, one hundred and 
forty units, $2,352,800. 

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, one 
unit, $24,000. 

SEc. 507. (a) Section 515 of Public Law 
84-161 (69 Stat. 324, 352), as amended, is fur
ther amended by (1) striking out "1974 and 
1975" and inserting in lieu thereof "1975 and 
1976", and (2) revising the third sentence to 
read as follows: "Expenditures for the rental 
of such housing facilities, including the cost 
of utilities and maintenance and operation, 
may not exceed: For the United States (other 
than Alaska and Hawaii), Puerto Rico, and 
Guam an average of $235 per month for each 
m111tary department or the amount of $310 
per month for any one unit; and for Alaska 
and Hawaii, an average of $315 per month 
for each m111tary department, or the amount 
of $375 per month for any one unit." 

(b) Section 507(b) of Public Law 93-166 
(87 Stat. 661, 676), is amended by striking 
out "$325" and "seven thousand five hun
dred" in the first sentence, and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$355", and "twelve thousand", 
respectively; and in the second sentence by 
striking out "three hundred units", and in
serting in lieu thereof "one hundred fifty 
units". 

SEC. 608. There is authorized to be appro
priated for use by the Secretary of Defense, 
or his designee, for m111tary family housing 
and homeowners assistance as authorized by 
law for the following purposes: 

( 1) for construction and acquisition of 
family housing, including demolition au
thorized, improvements to public quarters, 
minor construction, relocation of famlly 
housing, rental guarantee payments, con
struction and acquisition of mobile home 
facil1t1es, and planning, an amount not to 
exceed $307,907,060. 

(2) for support of m11itary family housing, 
including operating expenses, leasing, main
tenance of real property, payments of prin
cipal and interest on mortgage debts in
curred, payment to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, and mortgage insurance pre
miums authorized under section 222 of the 
National Housing Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 
1715m), an amount not to exceed $935,516,-
000; and 

(3) for homeowners assistance under sec
tion 1013 of Public Law 89-754 (80 Stat. 
1255. 1290), including acquisition of prop
erties, an amount not to exceed $5,000,000. 

TITLE VI 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEc. 601. The Secretary of each mmtary 
department may proceed to establish or de
velop installations and fac111ties under this 
Act without regard to section 3648 of the Re
vised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 529), 
and sections 4774 and 9774 to title 10, United 
States Code. The authority to place perm
anent or temporary improvements on land 

. 
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includes authority for surveys, administra
tion, overhead, planning, and supervision in
cident to construction. That authority may 
be exercised before title to the land is ap
proved under section 355 of the Revised 
Statutes, a.s amended (40 U.S.C. 255), and 
even though the land is held temporarily. 
The authority to acquire real estate or land 
includes authority to make surveys and to 
acquire land, and interests in land (includ
ing temporary use) , by gift, purchase, ex
change of Government-owned land, or 
otherwise. 

SEc. 602. There are authorized to be ap
propriated such sums as may be necessary 
for the purposes of this Act, but appropria
tions for public works projects authorized 
by titles I, I!, III, IV, and V, shall not ex
ceed-

(1) for title I: Inside the United States 
$514,187,000; outside the United States $130,-
024,000; or a total of $644,211,000. 

(2) for title II: Inside the United States, 
$512,620,000; outside the United States, $44,· 
434,000; or a total of $557,054,000. 

(3) for title II: Inside the United States, 
$302,709,000; outside the United States, $77,-
097,000; section 302, $8,100,000; or a total of 
$387,906,000. 

(4) for title IV: A total of $32,400,000. 
(5) for title V: Military family housing 

and homeowners assistance, $1,248,422,060. 
SEc. 603. (a) Except as provided in subsec

tions (b) and (e), any of the amounts spec
ified in titles I, II, III, and IV of this Act 
may, in the discretion of the Secretary con
cerned, be increased by 5 per centum when 
inside the United States (other than Hawaii 
and Alaska), and by 10 per centum when 
outside the United States or in Hawaii and 
Alaska, if be determines that such increase 
( 1) is required for the sole purpose of meet
ing unusual variations in cost, and (2) could 
not have been reasonably anticipated at the 
time such estimate was submitted to the 
Congress. However, the total cost of all con
struction and acquisition in each such title 
may not exceed the total amount authorized 
to be appropriated in that title. 

(b) When the amount named for any con
struction or acquisition in title I, II, III, or 
IV of this Act involves only one project at 
any military installation and the Secretary of 
Defense, or his designee, determines that the 
amount authorized must be increased by 
more than the applicable percentage pre
scribed in subsection (a), the Secretary con
cerned may proceed with such construction 
or acquisition if the amount of the in
crease does not exceed by more than 25 per 
centum of the amount named for such proj
ect by the Congress. 

(c) Subject to the limitations contained in 
subsection (a), no individual project au
thorized under title I, II, III, or IV of this 
Act for any specifically listed military instal
lation may be placed under contract if-

(1) the estimated cost of such project is 
$250,000 or more, and 

(2) the current working estimate of the 
Department of Defense, based upon bids re
ceived, for the construction of such project 
exceeds by more than 25 per centum the 
amount authorized for such project by the 
Congress, until after the expiration of thirty 
days from the date on which a written report 
of the facts relating to the increased cost 
of such project, including a statement of 
the reasons for such increase has been sub
mitted to the Committees on Armed Services 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate. 

(d) The Secretary of Defense shall sub
mit an annual report to the Congress identi
fying each individual project which has been 
placed under contract in the preceding 
twelve-month period and with respect to 
which the then current working estimate of 
the Department. or Derense nasea upon bids 
received for such project exceeded the 
amount authorized by the Congress for that 

project by more than 25 per centum. The 
Secretary shall also include in such re
port each individual project with respect to 
which the scope was reduced in order to per
mit contract award within the available au
thorization for such project. Such report 
shall include all pertinent cost informa
tion for each individual project, including 
the amount in dollars and percentage by 
which the current working estimate based on 
the contract prtce for the project exceeded 
the amount authorized for such project by 
the Congress. 

(e) In addition to other cost variation 
limitations contained in this section or in 
similar sections of prior year military con
struction authorization Acts, any of the 
amounts specified in titles I, II, III, and IV 
of this and prior m111tary construction au
thorization Acts may be varied upward by 
an additional 10 per centum when the Secre
tary of the military service concerned deter
mines that such increase is required to meet 
unusual variations in cost directly attributa
ble to difficulties arising out of the current 
energy crisis. However, the total cost of all 
construction and acquisition in each such 
title may not exceed the total mount au
thorized to be appropriated in that title. 

SEc. 604. Contracts for construction made 
by the United States for performance within 
the United States and its possessions under 
this Act shall be executed under the juris
diction and supervision of the Corps of En
gineers, Department of the Army, or the 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, De
partment of the Navy, or such other depart
ment or Government agency as the Secre
taries of the military departments recom
mend and the Secretary of Defense approves 
to assure the most efficient, expeditious, and 
cost-effective accomplishment of the con
struction herein authorized. The Secretaries 
of the m1litary departments shall report an
nually to the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
a breakdown of the dollar value of construc
tion contracts completed by each of the 
several construction agencies selected to
gether with the design, construction super
vision, and overhead fees charged by each of 
the several agents in the execution of the 
assigned construction. Further, such con
tracts (except architect and engineering con
tracts which, unless specifically authorized 
by the Congress shall continue to be award
ed in accordance with presently established 
procedures, customs, and practice) shall be 
awarded, insofar as practicable, on a com
petitive basis to the lowest responsible bid
der, if the national security will not be im
paired and the award is consistent with 
chapter 137 of title 10, United States Code. 
The Secretaries of the m111tary departments 
shall report annually to the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives with respect to all contracts 
awarded on other than a competitive basis 
to the lowest responsible bidder. 

SEc. 605. As of October 1, 1975, authoriza
tions for m111tary public works including 
family housing, to be accomplished by the 
Secretary of a m111tary department in connec
tion with the establishment or development 
of installations and facilities, and all au
thorizations for appropriations therefor, that 
are contained in titles I, II, III, IV, and 
V of the Act of November 29, 1973, Public 
Law 93-166 (87 Stat. 661), and all such au
thorizations contained in Acts approved be
fore November 30, 1973, and not superseded 
or otherwise modified by a la;ter authoriza
tion are repealed except-

( 1) authorizations for public works and 
for appropriations therefor that are set forth 
in those Acts in the titles that contain the 
general provisions; 

(2) authorizations for pUblic works proj
ects as to which appropriated funds have 
been obligated for construction contracts, 
land acquisition, or payments to the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization, in whole or in 
part before October 1, 1975, and authoriza
tions for appropriations therefor; 

(3) notwithstanding the repeal provisions 
of section 605 of the Act of November 29, 
1973, Public Law 93-166 (87 Stat. 661, 681), 
authorizations for the following items which 
shall remain in effect until October 1, 1976: 

(a) Sanitary sewer connection in the 
amount of $2,200,000 at Fort Belvoir, Vir
ginia, that 1s contained in title I, section 101 
of the Act of October 26, 1970 (84 Stat. 
1204), as amended and extended in section 
705(a) (3) (A) of the Act of October 25, 1972 
(86 Stat. 1153). 

(b) Cold storage warehouse construction 
in the amount of $1,215,000 at Fort Dix, New 
Jersey, that is contained . in title I, section 
101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 
1135), as amended. 

(c) Enlisted men's barracks complex con
struction in the amount of $12,160,000 at 
Fort Knox, Kentucky, that is contained in 
title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 
1972 (86 Stat. 1135), as amended. 

(d) Enlisted women's barracks construc
tion in the amount of $245,000 and bachelor 
officer's quarters construction in the amount 
of $803,000 at Fort Lee, Virginia, that is 
contained in title I, section 101 of the Act 
of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1135), as 
amended. 

(e) Chapel center construction in the 
amount of $1,088,000 at Fort Benjamin Har
rison, Indiana, that is contained in title I, 
section 101, of the Act of October 25, 1972 
(86 Stat. 1135), as amended. 

(f) Enlisted men's barracks construction 
in the amount of $7,996,000 at Fort Ord, Cali
fornia, that is contained in title I, section 
101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 
1135) , as amended. 

(g) Enlisted men's barracks and mess 
construction in the amount of $699,000 at 
Sierra Army Depot, California, that is con
tained in title I, section 101 of the Act of 
October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1136), as amended. 

(h) Test facilities Solid Radar in the 
amount of $7,600,000 at Kwajalein National 
Missile Range, Kwajalein, that 1s contained in 
title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 
1972 (86 Stat. 1137), as amended. 

(i) Land acquisition in the amount of 
$10,000,000 for the Naval Ammunition Depot, 
Oahu, Hawaii, that 1s contained in title II 
section 201 of the Act of October 25, 1972 
(86 Stat. 1140), as amended. 

(j) Message Center Addition, Aircraft Five 
and Crash Station, Aircraft Maintenance 
Hangar Shops, Bachelor Enlisted Quarters, 
Mess Hall, Bachelor Officers' Quarters, Ex
change and Recreation Building, and Ut111-
ties construction in the amount of $110,000; 
$199,000; $837,000; $1,745,000; $377,000; $829,-
000; $419,000; and $792,000, respectively, for 
the Naval Detachment, Souda Bay, Crete, 
Greece, that is contained in title II, section 
21 of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 
1141), as amended. 

(k) Authorization for exchange of lands 
in support of the Air Installation Compatible 
Use Zones at Various Locations in the 
amount of $12,000,000 that is contained in 
title III, section 301 of the Act of October 25, 
1972 (86 Stat. 1145), as amended. 

(4) Notwithstanding the repeal provisions 
of section 705 (b) of the Act of October 25, 
1972, Public Law 92-545 (86 Stat. 1135, 1153), 
as modified by section 605 ( 3) of the Act of 
November ?'l, 1973, Public Law 93-166 (87 
Stat. 661, 681), the authorization to con
struct six hundred family housing units at 
Naval Complex, Norfolk, Virginia, contained 
in title V, section 501 (a) ( 2) of the Act of 
October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1148), shall re
main in effect until October 1, 1975. 

SEC. 606. None of the authority contained 
in titles I, II, III, and IV of this Act shall 
be deemed to authorize any building con
struction projects inside the United States 
in excess of a unit cost to be determined 
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in proportion to the appropriate area con
struction cost index, based on the following 
unit cost limitations where the area con
struction index is 1.0 : 

(1) $31 per square foot for permanent 
barra.cks; 

(2) $33 per square foot for bachelor officer 
quarters; 
unless the Secretary of Defense, or his des
ignee, determines that because of special 
circumstances, application to such project 
of the limitations on unit costs contained 
in this section is impracticable: Provided, 
That, notwithstanding the limitations con
tained in prior military construction au
thorization Acts on unit costs, the limita
tions on such costs contained in this sec
tion shall apply to all prior authorizations 
for such construction not heretofore re
pealed and for which construction contracts 
have not been awarded by the date of enact
ment of this Act. 

SEc. 607. Section 612 of Public Law 89-568 
(80 Stat. 756, 757), is amended by deleting 
the figure "$150,000" wherever it appears 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$300,000". 

SEc. 608. (a) The Secretary of Defense is 
authorized to assist communities located 
near the Trident Support Site Bangor, 
Washington, in meeting the costs of pro
viding increased municipal services and fa
cilities to the residents of such communi
ties, if the Secretary determines that there 
is an immediate and substantial increase in 
the need for such services and facilities in 
such communities as a direct result of work 
being carried out in connection with the 
construction, installation, testing, and oper
ation of the Trident Weapon System and 
that an unfair and excessive financial bur
den will be incurred by such communities 
as a result of the increased need for such 
services and facllities. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall carry 
out the provisions of this section through 
existing Federal programs. The Secretary is 
authorized to supplement funds made avail
able under such Federal programs to the 
extent necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this section, and is authorized to provide 
financial assistance to communities de
scribed in subsection (a) of this section to 
help such communities pay their share of the 
costs under such programs. The heads of all 
departments and agencies concerned shall 
cooperate fully with the Secretary of De
fense in carrying out the provisions of this 
section on a priority basis. 

(c) In determining the amount of financial 
assistance to be made available under this 
section to any local community for any com
munity service or facility, the Secretary of 
Defense shall consult with the head of the 
department or agency of the Federal Govern
ment concerned with the type of service or 
facility for which financial assistance is be
ing made available and shall take into con
sideration ( 1) the time lag between the ini
tial impact of increased population in any 
such community and any increase in the 
local tax base which will result from such in
creased population, (2) the possible tem
porary nature of the increased population 
and the long-range cost impact on fhe perma
nent residents of any such community and 
(3) such other pertinent factors as the Sec
retary of Defense deems appropriate. 

(d) Any funds appropriated to the De
partment of Defense for the fiscal year be
ginning July 1, 1974, for carrying out the 
Trident Weapon System shall be utilized 
by the Secretary of Defense in carrying out 
the provisions of this section to the extent 
that funds are unavailable under other Fed
eral programs. Funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for any fiscal year 
beginning after June 30, 1975, for carrying 
out the Trident Weapon System may, to 
the extent specifically authorized in an an
nual Military Construction Authorization 

Act, be utilized by the Secretary of Defense 
in carrying out the. provision of this sec
tion to the extent that funds are unavailable 
under other Federal programs. 

(e) The Secretary shall transmit to the 
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives semiannual 
reports indicating the total amount expended 
in the case of each local community which 
was provided assistance under the author
ity of this section during the preceding six
month period, the specific projects for which 
assistance was provided during such period, 
and the total amount provided for each such 
project during such period. 

SEc. 609. (a) Public Law 93-346 (88 Stat. 
340), designating the premises occupied by 
the Chief of Naval Operations as the official 
resident of the Vice President, is amended 
to read as follows: "That effective July 1, 
1974, the Government-owned house together 
with furnishings, aesociated grounds (con
sisting of twelve acres, more or less), and 
related facilities which have heretofore been 
used as the residence of the Chief of Naval 
Operations, Department of the Navy, shall, 

on and after such date be available for, and 
are hereby designated, as the temporary offi
cial residence of the Vice President of the 
United States. 

"SEc. 2. The temporary official residence of 
the Vice President shall be adequately staffed 
and provided with such appropriate equip
ment, furnishings, dining facilities, services, · 
and other provisions as may be required, 
under the supervision and direction of the 
Vice President, to enable him to perform and 
discharge appropriately the duties, functions, 
and obligations associated with his high office. 

"SEc. 3. The Secretary of the Navy shall, 
subject to the supervision and control of the 
Vice President, provide for the m111tary staff
ing and the care and maintenance of the 
grounds of the temporary official residence of 
the Vice President and, subject to reimburse
ment therefor out of funds appropriated for 
such purposes, provide for the civilian staff
ing, care, maintenance, repair, improvement, 
alteration, and furnishing of such residence. 

"SEc. 4. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
from time to time to carry out the foregoing 
provisions of this joint resolution. During 
any interim period until and before any 
such funds are so appropriated, the Secretary 
of the Navy shall make provision for staffing 
and other appropriate services in connection 
with the temporary official residence of the 
Vice President from funds available to the 
Department of the Navy, subject to reim
bursement therefor from funds subsequently 
appropriated to carry out the purposes of 
this joint resolution. 

"SEc. 5. After the date on which the Vice 
President moves into the temporary official 
residence provided for in this joint resolu
tion no funds may be expended for the main
tenance, care, repair, furnishing, or security 
of any residence for the Vice President other 
than the temporary official residence pro
vided for in this joint resolution unless the 
expenditure of such funds is specifically au
thorized by law enacted after such date. 

"SEc. 6. The Secretary of the Navy is au
thorized and directed, with the approval of 
the Vice President, to accept donations of 
money or property for the furnishing of or 
making improvements in or about the tem
porary official residence of the Vice Presi
dent, all such donations to become the prop
erty of the United States and to be accounted 
for as such. 

"SEC. 7. (a) Section 202 of title 3, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out 'and 
(5)' in the first sentence and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: ' ( 5) the tempo
rary official residence of the Vice President 
and grounds in the District of Columbia; 
(6) the Vice President and members of his 
immediate -family; and (7). 

"SEc. 8. The first sentence of section 3056 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended 
by-

" ( 1) inserting 'protect the members of the 
immediate family of the Vice President, un
less such protection is declined;' immediately 
after 'Vice President-elect;', and 

"(2) inserting 'pay expenses for unfore
seen emergencies of a confidential nature un
der the direction of the Secretary of the 
Treasury and accounted for solely on his 
certificate;' immediately after 'apprehension 
of criminals;'. 

"SEc. 9. It is the sense of Congress that 
living accommodations, generally equivalent 
to those available to the highest ranking 
officer on active duty in each of the other 
military services, should be provided for the 
Chief of Naval Operations.". 

(b) Except as otherwise provided therein, 
the amendment made by subsection (a) of 
this section shall become effective July 12. 
1974. 

SEc. 610. Chapter 159 of title 10, United. 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end. 
thereof the following new section and a cor
responding item in the analysis: 
"§ 2685. Adjustment of or surcharge on sell

ing prices in commissary stores to 
provide funds for construction and. 
improvement of commissary store 
fac111ties 

"(a) Notwithstanding any other law the 
Secretary of a military department, under 
regulations established by him and approved 
by the Secretary of Defense may, for the 
purposes of this section, provide for an ad
justment of, or surcharge on, sales prices 
of goods and services sold in commissary 
store facilities. 

"(b) The Secretary of a military depart
ment, under regulations established by him 
and approved by the Secretary of Defense. 
may use the proceeds from the adjustments 
or surcharges authorized by subsection (a) 
to acquire, construct, convert, expand, install. 
or otherwise improve commissary store fa
c11ities at defense installations within the 
United States and for related environmental 
evaluation and construction costs including 
surveys, administration, overhead, planning. 
and design.". 

SEc. 611. (a) Notwithstanding the pro
visions of section 555 or 556 of title 37, United. 
States Code, on and after the date of enact
ment of this section no change in the status 
of any member of the uniformed services who 
is in a missing status may be made unless 
and until the following two provisions have 
been complied with: 

( 1) the President of the United States has 
determined, and notified the Congress in 
writing, that all reasonable actions have been 
taken to account for such members and that 
all reasonable effort has been made to en
force the provisions of article 8 (b) of th& 
Paris Peace Accord of January 27, 1973; and. 

(2) the Secretary concerned notifies the 
next-of-kin of such person in writing of the 
proposed change in status, and the next-of
kin of such person has not filed with the 
Secfetary concerned, within sixty days after 
receipt of notification of the proposed change 
in status, an objection to such proposed 
change. 

(b) As used in subsection (a) of this sec
tion, the terms "uniformed services," "miss
ing status," and "Secretary concerned" shaH 
have the same meaning ascribed to such 
terms in chapter 10 of title 37, United States 
Code. 

SEc. 612. None of the funds authorized to 
be appropriated by this Act with respect to 
any construction project at Diego Garcia may 
be obligated unless and untll-

(1) the President has (A) advised the Con-. 
gress in writing that all miUtary and foreign 
policy implications regarding the need for 
United States facUlties at Diego Garcia have 
been evaluated by him; and (B) certified to 
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the Congress in writing that the construction 
of any such project is essential to the na
tional interest of the United States; and 

(2) such certificatllon as required by clause 
(1,) (B) of this section is submitted to the 
Congress and approved by joint resolution 
of both Houses. 

SEc. 613. (a) The Secretary of the Army is 
authorized to convey, without monetary con
sideration, to the Ozark Publlc BuUding Au
thority, an agency of the city of Ozark, Ala
bama, all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in and to the land described in 
subsection (b) for use as a permanent stte 
for the museum referred to in subsection 
(c), and subject to the conditions described 
therein. 

(b) The land authorized to be conveyed to 
the Ozark Public Building Authority as pro
vided lln subsection (a) is described as fol
lows: All that tract or parcel of land lying 
and being in sections 13 and 24, range 23 east, 
township 5 north, Saint Stephens Meridian, 
Dale County, Alabama, more particularly de
scribed as follows: 

Beginning at a pOII.nt which is 216.0 feet 
north 89 degrees 57 minutes west of the 
northeast corner of the southwest quarter of 
the northeast quarter of said section 24, on 
the western right-of-way line of Alabama 
State Highway Numbered 249, and on the 
boundary of a tract of land owned by the 
United States of America at Fort Rucker 
Military Reservation; 

thence north 25 degrees 07 minutes east 
along the western right-of-way line of said 
highway, which is along the boundary of said 
United States tract, 1,395 feet; 

thence north 64 degrees 53 minutes west 
700 feet; 

thence south 25 degrees 07 minutes west 
2,800 feet; 

thence south 64 degrees 53 minutes east 
'700 feet, more or less, to a point which is on 
the western right-of-way line of said highway 
and on the boundary of said United States 
tract; 

thence north 25 degrees 07 minutes east 
along the western right-of-way line of said 
highway, whl:i.ch is along the boundary of said 
United States tract, 1,405 feet, more or less, to 
the point of beginning, containing 45.00 
acres, more or less. 

(c) The conveyance provided for by the 
subsection (a) shall be subject to the condi
tion that the real property so conveyed shall 
be used as a permanent site for a museum to 
display suitable public exhibits of the United 
States Army aviation equipment and allied 
subjects and aviation-oriented exhibits of 
other United States Government depart
ments, agencies, and instrumentalities, and 
of foreign origin, and if such property is not 
used for such purpose, all right, title, and 
interest in and to such real property shall 
revert to the United States, which shall have 
the right of immediate entry thereon, and 
to such other conditions as the Secretary 
of the Army may prescribe to protect the 
interest of the United States. 

SEc. 614. Titles I, II, III, IV, V, and VI of 
this Act may be cited as the "Military Con
struction Authorization Act, 1975". 

TITLE VII 
RESERVE FORCES FACILITIES 

SEc. 707. Subject to chapter 133 of title 10, 
United States Code, the Secretary of Defense 
may establish or develop additional fac1lities 
for the Reserve Forces, including the acquisi
tion of land therefor, but the cost of such 
facilities shall not exceed-

(1) For the Department of the Army: 
(a) Arm,y National Guard of the United 

States, $53,800,000. 
(b) Army Reserve, $38,600,000. 
(2) For the Department of the Navy: 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserves, $18,532,000. 
( 3) For the Department of the Air Force: 
(a) Air National Guard of the United 

States, $33,000,000. 

(b) Air Force Reserve, $14,000,000. 
SEc. 702. The Secretary of Defense may 

establish or develop installations and facil
ities under this title without regard to sec
tion 3648 of the Revised statutes, as amend
ed (31 U.S.C. 529), and sections 4774 and 
9774 of title 10, United States Code. The 
authority to place permanent or temporary 
improvements on lands includes authority 
for surveys, administration, overhead, 
planning, and supervision incident to con
struction. That authority may be exercised 
before title to the land is approved under 
section 355 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended ( 40 U.S.C. 255), and even though 
the land is held temporar.ny. The authority 
to acquire real estate or land includes au
thority to make surveys and to acquire land, 
and interests in land (including temporary 
use) , by gift, purchase, exchange of Govern
ment-owned land, or otherwise. 

SEC. 703. Chapter 133, title 10, United 
States Code, as amended, is further amended 
by striking out the figure "$50,000" in para
graph (1) of section 2233a, Limitation, and 
inserting the figure "$100,000" in place there
of. 

SEc. 704. This title may be cited as the "Re
serve Force Fac111t1es Authorization Act, 
1975." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the 
bill before the Senate today provides 
construction and other related author
ity for the military departments and de
fense agencies within and outside the 
United States, including authority for 
all costs of military family housing and 
the construction of facilities for theRe
serve components. 

The total new authority granted by 
the bill is $3,027,925,060. In addition 
thereto, approval is granted for an in
crease in prior years authority of $51,-
726,000 for a total authority of approxi
mately $3,080 million. 

After careful consideration of some 
601 individual construction projects at 
263 major installations within the 
United States and overseas the commit
tee approved an amount totaling ap
proximately $226,668,000 below the budg
et request. This is a decrease of about 8 
percent in new authority. 

Considering the composition of the 
bill, the committee considers this to be 
a substantial reduction, but is of the 
opinion the amount granted is fully ade
quate to provide .for the construction 
needs of the Department of Defense dur
ing fiscal year 1975. 

Again, this year, the Department 
placed emphasis on providing new and 
upgrading existing personnel facilities 
which they consider highly important in 
achieving an all-volunteer force. For ex
ample, $392 million was requested for 
bachelor housing. It would provide 23,400 
new spaces and the upgrading of many 
existing spaces; $210 million was des
ignated for upgrading existing and pro
viding for some new medical facilities. 
This included a first increment of $15 

million for the Uniformed Services Uni
versity of Health Sciences, to be located 
near the National Naval Medical Center 
at Bethesda, Md. An additional $15 mil
lion is included for the beginning of the 
reconstruction of this renowned medical 
center, which is long past due. 

Substantial sums are also provided in 
the bill .for construction for the Reserve 
components, NATO infrastructure, pol
lution abatement, and the Trident sub
marine support site at Bangor, Wash. 

Now, Mr. President, I wish to call par
ticular attention to certain matters that 
we believe to be of special interest. 

First is the question of commissaries. 
The interested committees of Congress 
have long felt that some provision should 
be made to provide for the construction 
and maintenance of these facilities out 
of nonappropriated funds. Commissaries 
enjoy numerous advantages which al
low them to reduce costs well below 
those of commercial counterparts. Fur
thermore, the patrons of commissaries 
pay no local sales taxes for the most part 
which further increases their benefits. 
At the insistence of Congress the Depart
ment has made a study of the matter and 
estimates that a small increase of 1 to 2 
percent in the surcharge rate will be 
ample to provide for commissary needs. 

With the increase in military salaries 
and other benefits the committee be
lieves the time is at hand when the com
missary system should become self -sus
taining. Accordingly, section 610 has been 
included in the bill to authorize the serv
ice secretaries to adjust the surcharge 
rate accordingly. Three commissaries, at 
a cost of about $10 million, were deleted 
from the bill. 

Now I should like to discuss briefly the 
military family housing program. Con
siderable emphasis has been given dur
ing the past several years to providing 
needed on-base housing for those eligible 
for the assignment of such quarters. The 
Congress has annually approved sub
stantial increments of new construction 
to eliminate the existing deficit. I am 
pleased to state that the Department has 
now turned the corner and the deficit 
is at a manageable level for those in 
grade E-4 and above who have hereto
fore been considered eligible for hous
ing. The programable deficit, prior to any 
new authority granted in this bill, was 
about 12,000 units. 

Of the 10,462 units comprising the De
partment request for new construction 
in fiscal year 1975, 3,000 units are for 
junior enlisted personnel in grades E-1 
through E-3, and E-4's with less than 2 
years experience who have not hereto
fore been considered eligible for hous
ing. 

The committee is not in full accord 
with this program to construct housing 
units for use by these one-tour _young 
married couples. Accordingly the com
mittee reduced the number of such units 
to 1,458 distributed among installations 
the Department deems to have the high
est priority. However, in approving a re
duced effort in this regard the committee 
w111 expect the Department of Defense 
to clearly state its policy on assignment, 
that these units, or any others that might 
be available, will not be made available 
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to junior enlisted personnel who are not 
career oriented and have not committed 
themselves to an active duty career of 
at least 3 years. Overall, the committee 
reduced the requested authority for the 
family housing program by about $98.9 
million. 

Now, finally, I want to discuss briefly 
the Navyjs proposal to provide a support 
facility for a carrier task force on the 
island of Diego Garcia in the Indian 
Ocean . . 

Let me review the situation briefly. 
For a number of years the Navy has 

been anxious to establish a support fa
cility in the Indian Ocean-more par
ticularly on the British-owned island of 
Diego Garcia. 

In fiscal year 1970 the proposal was 
made to the Congress for authority and 
funding for the first increment for such 
a facility on Diego Garcia. It was to be 
a communications station and a support 
facility for a carrier task force. 

This proposal was denied by the Con
gress. The following year the Navy came 
in with a greatly reduced program to 
provide only an austere communications 
facility, which was approved by the Con
gress, and through fiscal year 1973 $20,-
450,000 in military construction funds 
has been approved for this purpose. Con
struction work has been performed by 
the Seabees. 

The last funding was in fiscal year 1973 
when $6.1 million was granted for dredg
ing an entrance channel and a small 
turning basin for supply ships within the 
lagoon. 

In the fiscal year 1974 supplemental 
authorization bill the Navy attempted to 
pursue their original idea further and 
requested $29 million to expand the com
munications facility into a support fa
cility for a carrier task force of six ships. 
This would require further dredging of 
the lagoon, the building of a general 
purpose and petroleum pier, additional 
POL storage, additional personnel facili
ties, and extending the runway from 8,-
000 to 12,000 feet. They would expect to 
request another $5 million in a subse
quent year. 

Logistically, Diego Garcia would serve 
as an outpost support facility where ships 
could perform limited inport upkeep, take 
on fuel and receive critical supplies by 
military airlift. In addition to the Navy 
construction, the Air Force included in 
its fiscal year 1975 budget request $3.3 
million for additional airlift improve
ments and storage space for petroleum 
products and munitions. The Air Force 
requirements are contingency related; no 
permanent Air Force presence is planned 
on Diego Garcia. 

The 1972 agreement between the Uni
ted States and the United Kingdom spe
cifically authorizes a limited communica
tions station on Diego Garcia. Technical 
level negotiations for a new agreement 
between the United States and the 
United Kingdom relating to expanded 
use of Diego Garcia by the United States 
were held in London February 25-28, 
1974, resulting in agreed ad referendum 
texts of an exchange of notes that would 
supersede the Diego Garcia agreement of 
1972. However, shortly after the ad ref
erendum agreement was reached the 
Labor Party formed a new government in 

the United Kingdom. As of this date the 
new government has not made a minis
terial-level decision on the agreement. 

The defense and foreign policy impli
cations of the construction projects at 
Diego Garcia are, of course, broader than 
the $32.2 million request would suggest. 
It is true that the construction of sup
port facilities at Diego Garcia does not 
necessarily mean an expanded U.S. mili
tary presence in the Indian Ocean. But 
by increasing logistic :flexibility and ca
pability, expansion of the Diego Garcia 
base is a distinct step in facilitating U.S. 
operations in the Indian Ocean, and thus 
is directly related to the broader policy 
questions associated with a U.S. military 
presence in the Indian Ocean. 

It has been suggested that the Soviet 
presence in the Indian Ocean area will 
increase with the opening of the Suez 
Canal. This, of course, is conjecture and 
remains to be seen. The date of the re
opening of the canal is of course not 
known, but clearance operations will be 
completed by January of the coming 
year. 

After careful consideration of the 
many factors involved and thorough de
bate, the committee approved $14,802,000 
as a first increment of the Navy's re
quirements, and the $3.3 million re
quested by the Air Force. 

At the same time, the committee in
cluded section 612 in the bill to preclude 
the obligation of any of these funds until 
the President of the United States has 
advised the Congress in writing that he 
has evaluated all military and foreign 
policy implications regarding the need 
for these facilities, and has certified that 
this construction is essential to the na
tional interest. However, such certifica
tion must be submitted to the Congress 
and approved by both Houses of the Con
gress. Thus, Congress will have an oppor
tunity to focus on the expansion at Diego 
Garcia as a policy matter and in the light 
of the most recent circumstances. 

Mr. President, this concludes my state
ment. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
yield to the able and distinguished senior 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the distin
guished senior Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of H.R. 
16136, the fiscal year 1975 military con
struction authorization bill, as reported 
from the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services. This bill provides authoriza
tion for $3.079 billion for construction of 
facilities for active and Reserve military 
services. 

This authorization includes work to be 
performed at 263 major bases and also 
661 separate construction projects. The 
total amount approved is $226 million 
less than that requested by the Depart
ment of Defense. 

Mr. President, one of the key items in 

the bill concerns Diego Garcia, a tiny is
land in the Indian Ocean, on which the 
Navy wishes to expand its support facili
ties. 

The Navy originally requested $29 mil
lion in the fiscal year 1974 supplemental 
bill to expand the Diego Garcia base. 
This request was approved by the House 
but our committee rejected it, feeling a 
matter of such importance should be 
more fully considered during the regu
lar authorization process. 

As a result, the Diego Garcia request 
became a part of the military construc
tion authorization for fiscal year 1975. 

Once again the House approved the 
full amount but in the pending bill the 
Senate Armed Services Committee has 
reduced the request for $29 to $14.8 mil
lion for the Navy and $3.3 million for the 
Air Force. This sum of $18.1 million rep
resents only a portion of the require
ments to increase the support facilities 
at Diego Garcia. 

In recommending authorization for 
the $18.1 million, the Senate Armed 
Services Committee has taken the un
usual step of making these expenditures 
contingent upon subsequent action by 
the President of the United States, with 
the approval of the Congress. This has 
been done by precluding the obligation 
of the funds authorized until the Presi
dent has advised Congress, in writing, 
that these projects are essential to the 
national i::1terest. Further, the commit
tee has provided that such certification 
by the President to the Congress must 
be approved by both Houses. This step 
will assure the opportunity for full de
bate on the expansion at Diego Garcia, 
as a foreign policy and defense matter. 

Mr. President, the funds authorized 
in this bill for Diego Garcia represents a 
compromise position by the committee. 
While the Navy requested $29 million, 
the committee has approved this lesser 
sum of $18.1 million in order to avoid 
the impression of an escalation in the 
naval balance of power in the Indian 
Ocean. The committee is, in effect, 
merely providing for greater capability 
at Diego Garcia in the event the con
tinued Soviet presence in that area 
requires greater U.S. naval activity there. 

The Senate may recall that last year 
during the Arab-Israeli war and the 
accompanying oil crisis the President 
felt it necessary to place a small task 
force in the Indian Ocean. Because of 
our lack of facilities there, these forces 
had to be supplied by a logistic tail going 
all the way to Subic Bay in the 
Philippines. 

In recent years the Soviets have been 
expanding their naval presence in the 
Indian Ocean. While we have limited 
support capabilities in this area, the 
Soviets have been active in a number of 
countries surrounding the Indian Ocean 
and they have naval facilities in Somali, 
Iraq, and southern Yeman. 

Although Diego Garcia would not be 
a naval base as such, it would provide a 
means to support U.S. naval forces 
should it become necessary that they be 
deployed in the Indian Ocean at some 
future time. 

Mr. President, I fully support the 
Navy's request and I believe that the 
compromise position taken by the 

' 
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Senate Armed Services Committee by 
an almost unanimous vote will meet 
most of the objections heretofore raised 
about this facility. In any event, the 
Senate will have an opportunity to 
debate this issue if President Ford 
decides to go forward and meet the 
requirements laid down by the com
mittee. 

Mr. President, in closing, let me say 
that this is an important bill and 
deserves careful consideration by this 
body. The Military Construction Sub
committee, chaired by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
SYMINGTON), conducted extensive hear
ings on all elements of this bill. He was 
particularly thorough in placing on the 
public record as many facts as possible 
reference the Diego Garcia facility. In 
this committee effort, he was ably 
assisted by the distinguished senior 
Senator from Texas <Mr. TowER), who 
is the ranking minority member of the 
Military Construction Subcommittee 
and who contributed so greatly to its 
work. 

Also, I think we should recognize our 
able staff. Mr. Gordon Nease, majority 
counsel for the subcommittee, and his 
competent secretary, Ms. Joyce Topham
Campbell, have worked hard in bringing 
this bill in a proper form to the fioor. 

Mr. President, this is an excellent bill 
and while I would have preferred a more 
aggressive plan to meet the needs at 
Diego Garcia, I believe the proposal in 
this bill is a fair solution. Therefore, I 
would urge the Senate to give this legis
lation prompt attention and approval. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
yield to the able and distinguished senior 
Senator from Texas, who is the ranking 
member of the Subcommittee on Military 
Construction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri <Mr. SYMINGTON). 

Mr. President, this bill authorizes the 
appropriation of $3.1 billion for the con
struction of military facilities, a reduc
tion of $200 million, in rough figures, 
from the administration request. It also 
authorizes 7,120 new units of family 
housing. There are obviously quite a few 
projects in the bill but I would like to 
highlight just a few. 

Of considerable concern to us all is the 
progress being made on the all-volunteer 
force. This is going to be an expensive 
proposition, but I think most of us real
ized when we embarked on this course 
that this would happen. The administra
tion requested $392 million for the addi
tion and upgrading of about 23,400 spaces 
in the bachelor housing program. The 
budget request also contained $210 mil
lion for the improvement and addition of 
medical facilities. In most instances these 
projects were approved. 

Beyond our immediate efforts to im
prove the medical care being received by 
our servicemen, the committee included 
$15 million for the construction at the 
new Uniformed Services University of 
the Health Sciences. Current plans are 
to utilize existing facilities for the uni
versity; however, this will seriously frag
ment the student and instructor popula-

tion because of the spread-out nature 
of the existing facilities. Clearly, in order 
to have adequate space, the proper 
teaching facilities, and a cohesive stu
dent body, new construction must be 
authorized. This is the first step in that 
program. 

In addition to the above items which 
should have an impact on retention of 
servicemen, the bill contains 7,120 new 
units of family housing, a reduction of 
3,342 units from the administration re
quest, and several other projects relating 
to recreation. 

The committee does, however, feel that 
the Department of Defense should inves
tigate the possibility of constructing fu
ture commissaries from nonappropriated 
funds. It is my understanding that the 
Department is sympathetic to this ap
proach, for it would take only a small 
surcharge in the amount of 1 to 2 per
cent. Since this is considerably smaller 
than most local taxes, which are not 
paid by commissary customers, this 
should not prove to be a burden. 

Of other interest to my colleagues is 
the provision of $14,802,000 to the Navy 
as the first increment for construction of 
expanded support facilities at Diego 
Garcia. This is a reduction to about half 
the original request. In addition, lan
guage was included making obligation 
of these funds contingent upon written 
notification of Congress by the President 
that this construction is essential to the 
national interest. Clearly, President Ford 
should have the opportunity to study this 
matter, but I believe from my review of 
the problem that such an expansion is 
well justified. 

Some might argue that increasing 
American involvement in the Indian 
Ocean will only increase the tempo of 
Soviet activities in the area. But, the 
Soviets continue to increase their ship 
days anyway. Shall we sit by and do 
nothing? Shall we not even have the 
capability to respond to events in the 
area? Some have remarked that South 
Asia should remain free of the specter 
of nuclear arms. But, the testing of a 
nuclear device by India recently should 
have removed all doubt about whether 
nonuclear status of the area would 
continue. 

A final project of considerable interest 
is the authorization of $62 million as the 
first increment of an airbase hardening 
program in Europe. On a recent trip to 
Europe it was made clear to me that this 
is an absolutely vital construction pro
gram. With the Soviet advantage in 
fighter aircraft in Europe-and I speak 
only in terms of numbers, not in terms 
of quality-it becomes even more essen
tial that we protect those aircraft we 
have, from surprise attack. The Mideast 
wars provide a .clear example of what 
can happen to aircraft caught unpro
tected on the ground. 

Mr. President, I should like finally to 
extend my thanks to the chairman of our 
subcommittee, Mr. SYMINGTON, for the 
fine job he has done in getting out what 
I believe to be a reasonable bill. His 
statesmanship in the conduct of hear
ings and particularly the markup on the 
bill is deeply appreciated. 

Mr. SYMING'I!ON. Mr. President, I 

appreciate the remarks of the able senior 
Senator from Texas. As always, it is a 
privilege to work with him and for him 
on problems of our national security. 

Would the Senator like to bring up 
his amendment at this time? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment at the desk and I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered, and the 
amendment will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 73, insert between lines 19 and 20 

the following: 
Under the heading "Outside the United 

States" with respect to "Naval Air Facility, 
Sigonella, Sicily, Italy," strike out "$8,932,-
000" and insert in place thereof "$12,632,000". 

On page 73, line 21, after "$477,664,000" add 
", $41,217,000" and in line 23, strike out 
"$526,781.000" and insert in place thereof 
"$44,917,000, and $530,481,000". 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I shall not 
detain the Senate on this matter. 

I am offering an amendment today to 
title II, of H.R. 16136, the military con
struction authorization bill. The amend
ment would add $3.7 million to the Naval 
Air Facility, Sigonella, Sicily. This is in 
reality an amendment to the fiscal year 
1973 Military Construction Authoriza
tion Act, Public Law 92-545. I recognize 
that it is unusual for a member of the 
committee that reported the act to be 
seeking an amendment to the act, but 
this is an unusual case. I learned of the 
need for this amendment on my trip to 
Europe over the Labor Day recess. 

At the outset, I wish to emphasize that 
these fiscal year 1973 construction proj
ects form the keystone of the Navy's 
program to upgrade the Sigonella base 
so that vital logistic support operations 
can be carried out in support of our Sixth 
Fleet. Sigonella is strategically located in 
the central Mediterranean-its upgrade 
is essential in view of the trends in recent 
years to a predominance of Sixth Fleet 
operations in the central and eastern 
Mediterranean. The installation at Sigo
nella will have the capability to rapidly 
airlift supplies and personnel to Sixth 
Fleet task forces . In addition, our ASW 
patrol aircraft will receive support for 
their vital missions over the wide ex
panse of the Mediterranean. 

Fifteen projects at Sigonelh were au
thorized for a total amount of $8,932.000 
in the fiscal year 1973 Military Construc
tion Authorization Act. Three of these 
projects in the amount of $684,000 are 
being built by Seabees and there wm be 
no problem with their completion. One 
fixed priced contract for a tactical sup
port center in the amount of $121,000 has 
already been completed. Of the remain
ing 11 projects, one was awarded by a 
fixed priced contract, and the other 10 
were awarded to two contractors with 
cost escalation provisions. The infiation 
in Italy has been enormous-to the point 
that it is increasing by as much as 6 per
cent in a month. One course open to the 
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Navy and the Army Corps of Engineers, 
the Contracting Agency, was to termi
nate 8 to 10 projects in order to recoup 
sufficient funds to complete 1 or 2 high 
priority projects, and then to seek fund
ing of the remaining projects at a signifi
cantly escalated cost in the fiscal year 
1976 request. 

However, there are problems with this 
course of action beyond those of just de
laying some construction by a year. The 
contracts have been proceeding from 4 
to 10 months and are at various stages 
of completion and with many items of 
equipment in various stages of fabrica
tion in plants throughout Italy. It is a 
very undesirable situation to leave these 
projects in a partial state of completion 
on an Italian military base for a year 
until an amendment can be included in 
the fiscal year 1976 Military Construction 
Authorization Act. 

Further should the contracts be ter
minated and restarted, the cost is ex
pected to be increased by another $5 mil
lion over the amount in my amendment. 

Therefore, because of the urgency of 
the projects and the increased cost should 
we delay them, I believe it is in our best 
interests to amend the fiscal year 1973 
Military Construction Act this year. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in support
ing this amendment. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Mil
itary Construction, I have discussed this 
with the chairman of the full commit
tee, and we shall be glad to accept the 
proposed amendment of the distin
guished Senator from Texas and take it 
into conference. 

Mr. TOWER. I thank the able and dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator yield 

to me? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 

to the distinguished chairman of the 
committee. 

Mr. STENNIS. I have a more complete 
statement on the bill as a whole, focus
ing on one particular item, that I should 
like to use later. For the time being, I 
want especially to thank the Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) for the 
long, hard hours, days, and weeks of 
work that he did on this bill, and also 
to thank the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
ToWER) for the work that he did on it 
as the ranking minority member. 

This is a working subcommittee, and 
I am sure that someone will mention or 
has mentioned already the very valuable 
services, to the full committee and this 
subcommittee of our staff member, Gor
don Nease, a long-time, highly valued 
member of our staff. He happens to be ill 
right now, a situation which is tempo
rary, but I should not like to let any 
chance pass without complimenting him 
on his fine work. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I yield to the Sen
ator from Missouri. 

I was not taking his sentiments away 
from him, but I did not know if I would 
get another chance. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I deeply appreci
ate the kind remarks made by the able 
and distinguished chairman of the full 
committee. I associate myself with the 
remarks he has made. I have already 
done so with those of the senior Sen
ator from Texas, but I should like now 
to express my regret at the illness of 
Mr. Nease, who has been the authority 
in this field for many years. I, therefore, 
associate myself with the remarks of the 
able and distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I am glad to yield. 
Mr. TOWER. Again, I should like to ex-

tend my thanks to the distinguished Sen
ator from Mississippi for his kind re
marks about me, and certainly about 
Gordon Nease. We certainly miss Mr. 
Nease's presence today. He has been 
helpful throughout the years, and we 
wish him a speedy recovery. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the distin
guished Senator. These are not pro forma 
remarks which I made about my two col
leagues and about Mr. Nease. We believe 
he will be back soon. 

Mr. President, I support this bill. I 
have been through it. We had it up before 
the full committee and had a real dis
cussion of the major parts of it. I am 
glad that I can and I do actively support 
the entire bill. 

Let me say just one word about the 
item concerning Diego Garcia. This con
cerns a naval installation represented by 
provisions in the bill for piers, stor
age facilities, and related facilities. 

I support that item, Mr. President, on 
the basis of our Nation's need and not 
on the basis of being anti-Soviet Russia 
or anything of. that kind. I was con
vinced, not by the Navy nor by anyone 
else, but just by the commonsense and 
logic of it, that we ought to do some
thing about this naval fueling and dock
ing facility, with places to use as piers. 

We do have a policy question involved. 
So the bill provides that the money is 
authorized, but shall not be spent until 
relations are more formally established 
with Great Britain under terms that we 
approve of. I shall have something fur
ther to say about that part of the bill, 
especially should it come under attack. 

I thank the Senator for yielding to me. 
He wants to get to these amendments, I 
know, and I think he is right about it. So 
I thank the Senator for yielding. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank my able 
chairman. Mr. President, I suggest the 
absence of the quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY). 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
myself, the distinguished Senator from 
Maine (Mr. HATHAWAY) , and other Sen
ators, and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con
sent that further reading of the amend
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY's amendment is as 
follows: 

On page 113, between lines 10 and 11, in
sert a new section as follows: 

SEc. 614. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, any funds made available 
pursuant to this or any other Act for the 
construction or maintenance of facllities at 
the service academy of any military depart
ment may be expended by the Secretary of 
the military department concerned for the 
construction and maintenance of such fa
cilities as may be necessary or appropriate to 
provide for the admission of females as ca
dets or midshipmen (midshipwomen), asap
propriate, at such academy. 

(b) As used in ·subsection (a), the term 
"service academy of any military depart
ment" means ( 1) the United States Military 
Academy in the case of the Army, (2) the 
United States Naval Academy in the case of 
the Navy, and (3) the United States Air 
Force Academy in the case of the Air Force. 

On page 113, line 11, strike out "SEc. 614'' 
and insert in lieu thereof "SEc. 615". 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
amendment tracks very closely an 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Maine <Mr. HATHAWAY) 
and accepted by the Senate earlier this 
year. Of course, it has some important 
revisions in it, but it is an amendment 
which I think is justified and entirely 
appropriate for this particular legisla
tion. 

After it was accepted by the Senate 
earlier in the year, it was dropped in 
conference, because the House conferees 
did not feel at that time that it was rele
vant to the particular measure to which 
it was attached. 

The amendment would permit the use 
of funds which are authorized for the 
various service academies in a way 
which would be consistent with estab
lishing a policy permitting women to at
tend the service academies. Therefore, 
it is an entirely relevant amendment to 
the military construction program, which 
is concerned with authorizing and even
tually appropriating money that will be 
used for military construction. 

Mr. President, we know that women 
today are enrolled in a number of ROTC 
programs. That is so because the military 
forces recognize the importance of hav
ing women in the ROTC. Therefore, they 
take training which is similar and com
parable to the training that young men 
take in being trained as officers. They 
also take such training in the OCS. They 
are also involved in taking courses in the 
service War College, which are the most 
important educational institutions with
in the Military Establishment; and there 
seems to be no real or convincing reason 
why women should not also be permitted 
to be enrolled in the service academies. 

One point that has been raised over a 
period of time is, how can we expect to 
enroll women in the service academies 
when the service academies are to train 
people for combat forces? 
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recognized, through compilation of fig
ures, that actually only a relatively small 
number of military officer positions are 
combat related. It varies in the different 
services from approximately 15 percent 
in the Army who are actually involved 
in combat-related training to approxi
mately 30 or 35 percent in the other 
services, the Navy and the Air Force. 
There are a variety of different special
ties at the service academies that women 
could be superbly trained and equipped 
for. This would also free men to serve in 
the combat area, particularly considering 
the shortfall in the combat arms area 
we have seen over a period of recent 
months. Women could be very well suited 
for such other responsibilities. 

I am hopeful that the amendment will 
be accepted by the managers of the bill 
and taken to conference. It seems to me 
that during the period of recent years, 
we have been attempting to establish the 
basic and fundamental rights of women 
in our society. I think there are many 
who can play a vital role in the defense 
of this country and in the military forces 
of this Nation. This amendment would 
provide them the kind of excellence in 
training at the service academies which 
is being provided to the young men of 
this country, and I think our whole de
fense posture and establishment would 
be basically better served if that were 
the case. 

This amendment does not mandate 
the admission of females to the acad
emies. However, it does put the Depart
ment of Defense on notice that the 
Congress expects the Department of De
fensfi_ to use its authority to make that 
deci~on. It does point out to the De
partment of Defense that the Congress 
would look favorably upon such a de
cision. And, most importantly, it does 
facilitate such a decision by authorizing 
the construction of whatever facilities 
may be necessary at the respective acad
emies, in the view of the Services, in 
order to prepare for the admission of 
women. 

Mr. President, last December the Sen
ate passed the Hathaway amendment to 
the military pay bonus bill, an amend
ment which mandated the admission of 
women to the Service academies. That 
amendment was objected to by the 
House on two grounds: First, it was non
germane to the bill it was attached to; 
second, similar legislation in the House 
would receive prompt hearings. 

There are in fact some six bills in the 
House related to the admission of women 
in the Service academies. However, hear
ings have not yet been concluded on 
them, nor will they apparently be con
cluded before an appeal has been heard 
in the U.S. District Court of Appeals 
concerning a suit that has been filed to 
allow two women into the Air Force and 
Naval academies. That appeal hearing 
could take several months. 

In the meantime, wide bipartisan sup
port has arisen in both the Senate a11d 
the House in favor of the admission of 
women to the Service academies. Some 
25 Senators have publicly supported this, 
including the majority and minority 
leaders, and the chairman and ranking 

minority member of the Armed Services 
Committee. 

The Department of Defense has recog
nized that the power to appoint is totally 
discretionary: 

The power to appoint persons to the acad
emies of the Army, Navy and Air Force is a 
discretionary function of the President 
alone. Since it is entirely within the discre
tion of the President to determine who will 
be appointed to a service academy, women 
oould be appointed by him without the need 
for any new legislation. None of the statutes 
relating to any of the three service academies 
requires a person to be male in order to be 
eligible for nomination or appointment to 
the academies. (May 1973 letter from Defense 
Department to House Armed Services Com
mittee) 

The U.S. District Court also held re
cently that nothing in the admission 
statutes indicates that males only must 
be considered. 

The primary reason for the nonadmis
sion of women to the Service academies 
at the present time is that it currently 
happens to be Department of Defense 
policy. It is also a tradition which is very 
reluctant to cede to modern realities. 

There are two strings which academy 
traditionalists are holding on to in the 
hope of maintaining the all-male policy: 
First, that two laws prohibiting women 
from assignment to combat vessels and 
planes in the Navy and Air Force can 
somehow continue to be interpreted as 
also excluding women from the Service 
academies, since the academies train offi
cers for combat. However, the Defense 
Department admits that those laws ex
clude women from only 30 percent of 
Navy officer positions, from only 38 per
cent of Air Force officer positions, and 
from no Army officer positions-since 
the laws apply only to Air Force and 
Navy combat positions, although only 15 
percent of Army officer positions fall in 
the combat category. Thus, women Acad
emy graduates could serve in 70 percent 
of Navy officer positions, 62 percent of 
Air Force officer positions, and all Army 
officer positions without any change 
whatsoever in current law. 

The second hope of academy tradi
tionalists is that the Congress may get 
so bottled up in its deliberative legislative 
processes that it may not be able to soon 
pass a law which will require the Serv
ices to admit women to the academies. 

Mr. President, this amendment does 
not require the Department of Defense 
to admit women to our Nation's service 
academies. But it does provide the full 
authority to do so and it does strongly 
urge Department of Defense to change 
its policy. 

For the Department of Defense has 
already done much to provide equal op
portunities for American men and 
women in the services. The Air Force 
opened its Reserve Officers Training 
Corps program to women in 1968, and the 
Army and Navy did likewise in 1973. 
Since initiation of the Volunteer Army 
last year, the Defense Department has 
undertaken to bring more women into 
the services, in a concerted effort to im
prove the quality, numbers, and repre
sentativeness of the Volunteer Army. 
Experimental programs were begun this 
summer, and will be greatly expanded 

next year, to have men and women un
dergoing joint basic training. Of 430 job 
classifications in the Army, 400 are now 
open to women. Women are now being 
assigned to command mixed units, and 
women are making outstanding contri
butions as pilots, chaplains, technicians, 
mechanics, deck hands, truck drivers, 
and drill sergeants. 

Yet, much more can be done so that 
our Nation can better benefit from the 
dedication and talent of qualified and 
willing women who wish to serve in our 
Armed Forces. A very small percentage 
of our Armed Forces are women, and only 
about 4 percent of .officers are women. 
Women officers should not only be 
trained in ROTC, which provides a great
er percentage of military officers than 
the academies, but also in the specialized 
academy environments which will give 
them superior job and career advance
ment opportunities. Service statistics 
show that academy graduates, as op
posed to OCS and ROTC graduates, rise 
higher in the rank and pay scales. 

If women officers attend all of the 
service war colleges, the highest level 
of service education, preparing officers 
for general and admiral rank, there is 
no legitimate reason why they cannot 
begin their careers at the military acad
emies. 

The situation becomes all the more re
grettable when one recalls that a recent 
bill was passed in Congress allowing a 
Laotian general's son to attend West 
Point, along with other foreigners at all 
the academies, while American women 
are refused attendance. In the case of 
these foreigners, American taxpayers' 
money is being spent to train people who 
will not even serve in the American mili
tary, whether in a combat status or not. 

Mr. President, it is time that Congress 
and the Department of Defense cooper
ated in doing the right thing for Amer
ican women and our Armed Forces. After 
all, American women have as vital an 
interest in our national defense as Amer
ican men do. 

The military academies should be open 
to qualified women candidates. This can 
be done by a change in Department of 
Defense policy. The Merchant Marine 
Academy, under the Secretary of Com
merce, has already set a precedent in 
receiving women applicants. This 
amendment will emphasize congres
sional intent in encouraging the Depart
ment of Defense to do likewise. 

I hope my colleagues will support this 
modest but important amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing related items be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Norfolk Virginia-Pilot, July 23, 

1974] 
THE LADY Is A MIDSHIPMAN 

It isn't attracting much notice, but the 
armed forces are fighting a bitter rear-guard 
action to keep women out of the service 
academies. 

There are bills before Congress to author
ize the admission of the women to the U.S. 
M1litary Academy at West Point, the Naval 
Academy at Annapolis, and the Air Force 
Academy at Colorado Springs, and a change 
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in the men only policies of the services is 
just a matter of time. (The U.S. Merchant 
Marine Academy has dropped its prohibition 
of women.) 

The military could have opened the a cad
emies to women "at any time in the last 10 
years or any time this year, but they have 
never done it and will not do it," says Rep
resentative Otis G. Pike (D-N.Y.), a member 
of the House Armed Services Committee. 

Since thousands of women are serving 1n 
the m111tary, since the Air Force opened its 
Reserve Officers Training Corps program to 
women in 1968 and the Army and Navy did 
likewise In 1973, and since the Defense De
partment has undertaken "a concerted ef
fort to bring more women into the services" 
(as its general counsel testified last month 
to the M111tary Personnel Subcommittee), it 
is impossible to justify the exclusion of wom
en from the academies on any grounds other 
than tradition. (And even such traditional
ists as Senators John Stennis and Strom 
Thurmond are among the cosponsors of 
measures to open the academies to women.) 

The argument that the brass makes for 
keeping women out is that the academies are 
meant to train combat leaders and women 
are barred from combat by law. "The issue 
is not whether women should become caclets 
at West Point; the baste question is wheth
er Americans are prepared to commit their 
daughters to combat," General Frederick c. 
Weyand, Army Vice Chief of Staff, testified on 
June 19. "I am not prepared to do that. And 
I believe that is the sentiment of the major
ity of Americans." 

That is the sort of talk that causes people 
to say war is too important to be left to 
generals. No one proposes to send women Into 
the trenches. But the United States is not 
at war and there are important noncombat
ant roles for women even in wartime. That 
much is obvious from the part women have 
taken in past wars. And, as Senator Marlow 
Cook (R-Ky.) observed when the question 
was debated earlier in the Senate, "combat 
today may be a lady sitting at a computer at 
a missile site in North Dakota." 

There is no good reason why women ought 
not to be admitted to the service academies, 
which is not to say that Annapolis is sud
denly to become a finishing school. The mid
shipmen and cadets would adjust to the 
change a lot more quickly than the old salts 
and old soldiers. The mmtary ought to ac· 
cede gracefully to the inevitable. 

[From the Loui~ville (Ky.) Courier-Journal, 
July 23, 1974 J 

ARMY TRAINING PROGRAM FOR WOMEN IS 
CHECKED 

(By John F111atreau) 
Fr. KNox, KY.-Alongstde more than 1,600 

men taking ROTC basic training at Ft. Knox 
this summer are two WAC career officers. 

The Women's Army Corps members, Maj. 
Nancy E. Bird, 33, and Capt. Marla J. 
Stripltng, 31, hold desk jobs in the 2nd 
Region headquarters of the Army's Reserve 
Officer Training Corps (ROTC) at Ft. Knox. 
But at various times they're also marching 
with the men , throwing hand grenades, do
ing calisthenics and trying most other baste 
training staples. 

How well they fare, and what they recom
mend when the training 1s over, will help 
determine what training is given next sum
mer to the first women ROTC cadets attend
ing boot camp with men at Ft. Knox. 

The presence of Major Bird and Captain 
Stripling is a mark of the changing role of 
women in the U.S. Army-a role that is shift
ing from their traditional clerical and sup
port function in the direction of a possible 
combat role. 

Unlike many other nations, the U.S. is not 
well disposed toward the idea of women in 
combat. At the moment, the law says women 
may not be employed as flgh ting soldiers. 

However, many VietCong guerrilla fighters 
were women, and American veterans will at
test to the fact that they fought wen. A re
cent Miss World titleholder served in the 
Israeli Army as a tank driver. 

Women outside the military are objecting 
to the roles they've been forced to play in 
such male-dominated areas as business and 
politics. Few organizations have been as 
male-dominated as the m1litary, and now the 
WACs have begun sending up smoke signals, 
too. 

They say the new all-volunteer m111tary is 
in need of qualified people and cannot af
ford to lose capable women by clinging to 
cherished stereotypes. As one WAC officer re
cently said, "They need the labor force ... 
There's been a general awakening.'' Talented 
women just don't want to be Army career 
secretaries. 

Major Bird, a 13-year Army veteran and 
Captain Stripling, who has nine years' serv
Ice, may be the first women to take the U.S. 
Army's basic combat training with a group of 
men. 

Women have been members of college 
ROTC units for several years, but the esti
mated 300 to 400 coming next year for boot 
camp along with thousands of men will be a 
new experience for the Army and for Ft. 
Knox. 

"This Is a far more strenuous course than 
ours would be," Major Bird said recently of 
the training which she and Captain Stripling 
are taking at times of their own arranging. 

"It's weighted in the direction of endur
ance . .. and the hardest parts of the train
ing are those that have to do with actual 
strength, in the arms and shoulders, like the 
horizontal bar exercise. The bars were made 
for a guy's hands, they were just too big . . . 

"The biggest problem was simply being out 
of shape. And there are problems having to 
do with our physical sta ture. We're built 
differently, in the pelvic area and the bust, 
and that makes a difference in some of these 
physical exercises. And there are a couple of 
exercises that were actually easier for me.'' 

Major Bird, a native of Rochester, N.Y., 
is more concerned about what women ought 
to do than what they can do. 

"There's a fine line between what you can 
do and what you should do," she said. "For 
example, the grenade assault course looks like 
a lot of fun to me. I want to do it because 
it's fun and it's a challenge, but this kind 
of training is expensive and women are still 
prohibited by law from taking part in com
bat. There is a cost factor. So the part s of 
training directly related to combat are stm 
a question mark . . . This training is stlll 
up for grabs." 

Major Bird does see some value in train
ing women in combat tactics. 

"It does help you to understand what the 
military is all about," she said. "I think it 
might make a woman have a little more in
terest in the piece of paper she's processing 
. . . There's no way you can lose. Even if you 
stayed jus~ 24 hours you'd learn something." 

According to Capt. Charles Crowley, under 
whose supervision the women have been 
training they're getting "no particular spe
cial attention ... We do talk to the WACs 
every day, and this has been an educational 
process for us ... The cadets have a posi
tive attitude about it. They've more or less 
left them alone." 

Major Bird's most firm conviction is that 
the women ought to train together with the 
men, "with some modifications of the train
ing process.'' 

Captain Stripling, a native of Fort Valley, 
Ga., and an instructor at Eastern Kentucky 
University, feels differently about the matter. 

"If you have the women training with the 
men, you're going to have them competing 
with the men," she said. "And I think some 
of the women would surpass the men, and 
that would be a demoralizing factor ... I 
don't think they should train together. 

"I think we need to develop a training 
program that takes in the best parts of both 
sides of the house . . . After all, basic 
training isn't all there is, combat isn't all 
there is. We've been training volunteers (in 
the WAC) for 30 years for supportive roles, 
and women are still not going into combat 
arms. Yet everything here is geared to the 
combat role ... I don't even think this 
training here applies." 

Captain Stripling, whose father was a 30-
year Army career man, thin ks the presence 
of women in training camps can have a bene
ficial effect. 

"I think when women get on the job there 
won't be all this role playing," she said. 
"There's a real difference in the way a man 
approaches training women. I n a training 
mission there just can't be any difference." 

The WAC branch of the Army is on the 
move. Since July 1, the Army has been as
signing WAC officers to other Army career 
officer branches. This has led to suggestions 
that the WAC branch may be merged soon 
with the Regu lar Army. 

WAC Director Brig. Gen. Mildred C. Bail
ey, insists the WAC branch is alive and well 
and will continue to play an important role 
in WAC officer assign ments and military 
school selection. 

She recently said the WAC branch in the 
officer personnel directorat e of t he Military 
Personnel Center in Washington will con
tinue to coordinate WAC assignments with 
the other officer branches "until we have 
concrete proof that v:omen are being prop
erly used." She added, "I can assure you the 
corps will be around for a good long time.'' 

NEW UNIFORMS BEING P L AN NED 

One of the current questions facing the 
WAC's is what their new uniforms will look 
like. Several are now in the testing stage. 

A summer pants suit which will be part of 
the training uniform is undergoing testing 
now. 

-General Bailey said she is "sorry t o find my 
women required to wear fatigues unless per· 
forming a job that just ifies them . tting 
a woman into uniform shouldn't rob her 
of her identity as a woman . I hope com
manders will come to realize t h at it is just 
as important for a woman to retain her 
identity as it is for a man." . 

She added that the Army 1s m aking good 
progress assigning women to instructor and 
headquarters staffs at male training centers; 
but she noted that more .than half the 
trainer personnel at the WAC Center at Ft. 
McClellan, Ala. are men. 

(From the Atlanta (Ga.) Constitution, 
August 25, 1974] 

THEY WOULDN'T HAVE MADE IT 

(By Karen Peterson) 
"It's fair to say that they wouldn't have 

made it without us," says Women's Army 
Corps Director Mildred Bailey. 

The soft-spoken, white-haired WAC brig
adier general freely acknowledges that in 
order to make the "all-volunteer" concept 
work, the Army has had to dramatically in
crease its number of female recruits. 

In fact, if the WACs hadn't recruited 15,-
200 new women by June, 1974, the "new" 
Army itself wouldn't have met its first-year 
quota. The fledgling volunteer program tech
nically would have flopped. 

It has been a year since the draft expired 
in July, 1973. In spite of dire predictions of 
falling 20,000 short, the volunteer Army has 
just made its over-all goal of approximately 
781,000. But that's in part because the WACs 
have steadily increased their recruitment 
go .. ls to meet the need for more bodies. 

"There's no doubt about it. We are help
ing to make the concept viable," says Gen. 
Bailey. At the end of 1972, total WAC 
strength was set at 15,500 women. By 1979, it 
is slotted to be 50,400. (CUrrent WACs num
ber 24,800 as of April.) 
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Here's another way to view the numbers 

.game. At the end of 1971, WACs were less 
than one percent of the total Army's 
strength. At the end of '73, they were three 
percent. If things go as they're now project
ed, by 1979, they'll be six percent of the 
Army. 

In addition, the WACs are getting a better 
educated recruit than the regular Army. To 
be a WAC, you have to be a high school 
graduate, or its equivalent 1n Army tests. 
'The male Army recruits high school drop
outs. It has lowered its standards to meet 
quotas, and in some months is taking more 
than 50 percent non-graduates. 

Gen. Bailey comments, "Our goal now is to 
improve the quality of men to meet our WAC 
standards. If the regular Army could get high 
school graduates entirely, it would. Our mar
ket is different. We CAN get the graduates, 
-and don't feel it would be in our national 
interest to drop our standards to meet 
theirs." 

There are several reasons why the WACs 
-are more than making their recruitment 
goals. (In June, they made 106 percent of 
their quota.) Gen. Bailey says, "Everything is 
coming together now. We have an increased 
need for Army personnel at the same time 
social attitudes are changing .... 

"When the Women's Army Corps was 
founded in the World War n era, serving in 
the Armed Forces was the patriotic thing to 
do. No one worried whether it was 'femlnlne'. 
'Then later we saw a complete change in 
viewpoint, and women withdrew from 'in
'8.ppropriate' fields. If they didn't, their moti
vations and morals were suspect." 

She continues, "Now we've seen another 
-complete reversal, and women want total 
participation in public life ... Now we WACs 
are seeing 30 years of our hard work pay off. 
We're getting our share of the advertising 
and recruiting dollar again. The Army is pay
ing serious attention to recruiting women." 

To get young women, the WACs are doing 
a lot of very practical things, such as offering 
them money and jobs on a par with men. For 
example, now 250 MPs are military police
women, a number expected to double in a 
year. Says Gen. Bailey, "We've got women 
welders, plumbers, heavy equipment opera
tors, and the like." 

Of 430 job classifications, only 30 are still 
closed to women, and they are directly re
lated to combat assignments, such as rifle
men. Both men and women are being urged 
to sign up for exotic jobs bringing a $1,500 to 
$2,500 cash bonus when training is finished. 
An example is missile repairman-perhaps 
more properly called a missile repairperson. 

Opening jobs to women is one thing. Fill
ing them with women is another. Approxi
mately 81 percent of today's WACs are still in 
some form of clerical or medical work. Com
ments Gen. Bailey, "If we're going to have 
60,000 WACs in 1979, we've just got to move 
them out of traditional fields, the ones they 
already know. We're pushing these other 
fields fields heavily now." 

There are other reasons today's Women's 
Army Corps is able to attract increasing 
numbers of women. Court and Congressional 
decisions have smashed past inequities, so 
that the women now get more of an equal 
break with men. Recent Supreme Court deci
sions prohibited discrimination in housing 
and medical benefits for the families of fe
male Armed Forces personnel. And pregnant 
military women are no longer summarily dis
charged, regardless of whether or not they're 
married. In 1972 Congress l)rought a female 
veteran's educational benefits under the GI 
bill up to those of a man. 

Finally, in 1973 the WACs decided you 
could be married before enlisting, as well as 
after. Gen Bailey says, "We're just trying 
harder now to adjust our regulations to a 
woman's family needs. Before, they weren't 
often considered. 

But there are other inequities. The Army 

does not admit women to West Point, saying 
that doesn't jibe with the academy's primary 
mission of training combat leaders. And it 
still doesn't give combat assignments to 
women-or the $2,500 cash bonus that goes 
with accepting a combat slot. 

I From the Christian Science Monitor, 
August 27, 1974] 

WOMEN IN THE MILITARY: OPPORTUNITIES 
IMPROVE 

(NOTE.-The progress of U.S. women to
ward true job equality is getting a close look 
during this National Women's Week, mark
ing the 54th anniversary of the constitu
tional amendment giving women the right 
to vote. And nowhere are the paradoxical 
problems of the working woman clearer than 
in the mllitary services. Uniformed women, 
about 3 percent of the armed forces now, 
have made great strides-and still face a 
formidable barrier in federal law. Why wom
en join and what awaits them in the service 
is discussed below; at right, three senior 
women officers talk about their careers.) 

(By John D. Moorhead) 
More young U.S. women now are fUcking 

a job-seeking glance at mllitary service. 
Perhaps their eyes are caught by the pro

motional campaigns tell1ng of expanded op
portunities for training and travel. Or they 
may want to pay off some bllls when jobs are 
scarce, as did one woman marine interviewed 
recently. 

In any case, the mllitary services are look
ing for a few good women. Now that the 
draft no longer conscripts or pressures young 
men into the military, the volunteer Army
and the other services-need women so that 
they will not need so many men. 

And they are getting them. 
The number of women in the U.S. Army 

has doubled since 1972 and may double again 
by 1977. The Air Force has boosted its force 
of women 20 percent in a year, and the Navy's 
increase over 1973 is about 40 percent. 

JOB SPECIALTIES OPEN 

The Coast Guard has begun to enlist wom
en in its regular ranks. Previously they had 
been confined to the reserves. 

Most military job specialties now are open 
to women, except for duties that would ex
pose them to combat, service spokesmen say. 

There are some sticking points, however: 
Women at present are barred from some 

advanced training schools directly related 
to combat jobs. (Federal law still bars women 
from combat.) 

The possibillty of a woman's commanding 
a mixed unit remains limited, although some 
women recently have been assigned to minor 
commands. Partially this is a carryover from 
the time when women clearly were second
class citizens in the military, offi.cers say, be
cause few women have had the opportunity 
to build the kinds of experience and diver
sity of training that would prepare them to 
hold a major command. 

FURTHER LEGISLATION NEEDED 

In the past, women in the military have 
specialized in fields such as personnel or 
public relations. 

Ratification of the equal rights amend
ment would clear the way for full participa
tion by women in all military duties, al
though further legislation would stm be 
needed, offi.cers say. 

All the services say they are doing much 
to eliminate old restrictions. As late as 1967, 
there were statutory limits on the number 
of women in the armed services, and women 
could rise no higher than the rank of lieuten
ant colonel or Navy commander. 

Now these curbs are gone. Privileges and 
benefits generally have been equalized for 
men and women. 

And opportunities for women are opening 
up. Training is available in electronics, air
craft maintenance, avionics engineering, 

military police, as well as other fields which 
previously were male domains. Military 
women now serve as pilots (on a very lim
ited basis), tugboat technicians, deck hands, 
truck drivers, and auto mechanics. 

The pay equals that of milltary men: an 
enlisted woman will make $5,629 yearly when 
she enters the service but can expect to pull 
in over $8,000 yearly by the end of her first 
enlistment. 

Offi.cers start at $9,786 and after four years 
of service and normal promotion will be mak
ing around $16,000 yearly. (The figures for 
both officers and enlisted persons include 
basic pay, living allowances, and tax advan
tages.) 

The security, amenities, and adventure of 
m11itary life are quite attractive to many 
young women, but some discrimination re
mains. 

"There are some lingering thought proc
esses that have to be overcome, with women 
as well -as with men," says Navy Capt. Alice 
Marshall. "Women have to adjust their own 
attitudes. 

"Some of the men have never worked with 
women before, and if they tend to think not 
too highly of women in the mmtary then it 
is harder," she continues. 

RESTRICTIONS CHARGED 

Says a spokesperson for the Massachusetts 
Governor's Commission on the Status of 
Women. "It is very diffi.cult for women to 
get truly professional training in the military. 
For women going into the service as a career, 
most areas are a closed door." 

Married women in the military face spe
cial problems. (The Army and Air Force esti
mate that about 30 percent of their women 
are married, whereas the Navy says 14.8 per
cent of its women officers and 12.8 percent of 
its enlisted women are. A very small percent
age of these have children, the services say.) 

If both husband and wife are in the armed 
forces, the miUtary generally makes an effort 
to assign them to the same duty station. This 
is easiest if both belong to the same service. 

"If you fall in love, try to make it an Army 
man," Brig. Gen. Mildred C. Bailey, director 
of the Women's Army Corps, tells her troops. 

ON ACTIVE DUTY 

"We guarantee that women wlll not be 
separated from the family any more than the 
man," General Bailey says. 

Military women who become pregnant may 
in most cases remain on active duty, as long 
as their performance is good and remains so, 
military officers say. This includes unwed 
mothers. 

The Marine Corps, however, reserves the 
right to discharge military mothers. But even 
here a woman can remain on active duty 1f 
her special petition is approved by Headquar
ters Marine Corps. 

The lot of a woman 1n uniform is better 
than it has ever been, most observers agree, 
but she stlll does not stand toes-on-the-line 
equal with the man under arms. 

(From the Christian Science Monitor, Au
gust 27, 1974] 

THREE WHO CAME UP FROM PERSONNEL 

A pioneering experience, a daily struggle 
to prove personal worth, and a deeply sat
isfying challenge. 

This is the picture drawn by three senior 
women officers in the U.S. military about 
their careers, spanning a time when service
women have moved rapidly toward real 
equality with their male counterparts. 
, "During World War II women did any

thing th81t would free men for combat roles, 
but when the war ended, almost overnight a 
curtain wa.s drawn before us," says Brig. Gen. 
Mildred C. Batley, a 32-year Army veteran. 

"Women who were willing out of patriotism 
to come into the armed forces became sus
pect. We've spent 30 years trying to reverse 
this," she said in a recent interview. 

For Navy Oapt. Alice Marshall, who en-
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tered the service in 1952, the struggle has 
not been so visible: "I have always felt my 
opportunities in the Navy were significantly 
greater than for most of my college counter
parts in civilian occupations." 

"You really didn't think in terms of dis
crimination:· says Air Force Col. Billie M. 
Bobbitt of her 23-year career. "Most of us 
accepted it as a way of life." 

General Bailey, trained as a teacher, came 
into the Army during World War II and 
stayed on. Though she has found her work 
satisfying, she speaks of the "hum111ation, 
the constant proving of oneself, trying to be 
better than the man." 

Most of her career was spent in public 
relations, she says, although she also did 
personnel work and served 13 years in in
telligence. 

General Bailey now is the director of the 
Women's Army Corps. She is the second 
WAC officer to reach the rank of brigadier 
general. 

After working in radio and television as 
a civilian, Captain Marshall received a di
rect appointment as a Navy ensign in 1952. 
Her first duty station was as a communica
tions watch officer in San Francisco during 
the Korean war. 

"That was a busy time and I enjoyed it," 
she recalls. 

Most of the rest of her career has been 
spent in the public relations or personnel 
fields. 

In the late 1950's, she attended the general 
line officers' school then operated in Mon
terey, Calif. 

"The men helped us with damage control, 
and we coached them on personnel proce
dures," she says of the experience. 

In the middle 1960's, she served as flag 
secretary to the U.S. fleet air commander 
in the Mediterranean. "I also served as in
spector general and traveled all over Europe 
and the Middle East," she says. 

She now is head of the services and bene
fits branch at the Bureau of Naval Person
nel in Washington. 

In 1951, Colonel Bobbitt received a direct 
commission in the Air Force based on her 
civilian experience in education and school 
counseling. 

Her work since has been primarily in per
sonnel. "I've worked for good people and 
always had challenging jobs," she says. 

"I came in at a time when a military 
career was really not an acceptable alterna
tive for a woman. Now it offers a much more 
normal life for women," she says. 

Two of the more unusual tasks she has 
been given during her career were the as
signment to activate a maintenance and 
supply group in 1955-56 and a five-year stint 
as a special agent for the office of special 
investigations. 

[From Time magazine, Aug. 26, 1974] 
SKIRTS AND STRIPES 

With her short hair, decisive manner, and 
well-pressed Army greens festooned with rib
bons, Colonel Nancy Hopfenspirger, 43, is 
every inch an officer. As she strides across the 
U.S. Army base at Wiirzburg, West Germany, 
each day, G.I.'s snap to attention and the lo
cal employees murmur a respectful "Guten 
Morgen.'' 

As the new deputy commander of Wiirz
burg and of various support units in an area 
covering nearly one-third of southern West 
Germany, Hopfenspirger is one of a growing 
number of women to step into important 
command assignments. Colonel Frances Weir, 
47, issues orders to a mostly male outfit at 
the support battalion in Fort Jackson, S.C. 
Colonel Georgia Hlll, 49, is head of the 
sprawling supply depot at Cameron Station, 
Va. 

Until a year ago, female officers could com
mand only other members of the Women's 

Army Corps (the WAC). The Army, however, 
is now reassigning women permanently to 
previously all-male branches. Brigadier Gen
eral Mildred C. Bailey, chief of the WAC, last 
month finished turning over all its person
nel files to the women's new units. At the 
same time, the Army has reclassified 136,000 
jobs, opening them to women. Thus there 
have recently been a myriad of female firsts 
on various bases: the first fe:t:nale parachute 
rigger, the first turbine-engine maintenance 
woman, the first female drill sergeant. Actual 
combat is still barred to women, though that 
too may change if the Equal Rights Amend
ment is passed. 

Female integration into formerly male 
units is not easy. As a former battalion com
mander at Fort Carson, Colo., explains: "A 
soldier's day doesn't end at 5 p .m. There are 
assignments like guard duty with a rifle, 
charge of quarters, and special police han
dling of burly drunks." Women formerly rose 
through the ranks only within the WAC. Now 
they are competing directly with men for 
promotions. The seeding into various Army 
branches of senior WAC officers, some of 
whom have been lieutenant colonels for more 
than a decade, is especially difficult. Many 
fear a hostile reception in the regular 
Army; a few are even retiring rather than 
make the switch. Younger women, however. 
seem to welcome the new challenges. 

This quiet revolution came about chiefly 
by necessity. With only volunteers to choose 
from, the Army needs all the recruits it can 
get, female as well as male. The response 
has been excellent: 14,000 women have 
joined the Army this year up from 5,200 in 
1971. In the other armed services, too, 
women have been given a broader spectrum 
of jobs. The Air Force now has 17,800 women, 
compared wth 12,265 five years ago. There are 
16,500 women in the Navy, up from 8,636 in 
1969. Only in the Marines which needs fewer 
volunteers, has the number of women re
mained relatively constant (about 2,700). 

Few of the new female recruits are sign
ing on to become commanders. Military life 
is often the best deal they can get in a 
tight job market. A high school graduate who 
enlists as an Army private can get a salary 
of $326.10 a month, on-the-job training, free 
room and board and security. Re-enlistment 
rates are very high, partly because every 
servicewoman earns the same pay as a male 
of the same rank-an equality rare in the 
civilian world. 

[From NBC Sunday Night News, Sept. 1, 
6:30p.m.] 

U.S. ARMY COED BARRACKS 
RowAN. Women in the United States Army 

are nothing new as we all know. But women 
living in the same barracks as men in that 
same United States Army, well that is some
thing new as we learn in this report from Pat 
Thompson. 

PAT THOMPSON. The military life has al
ways been thought of as the ultimate strong
hold of the male. This is part of the new 
military which the Pentagon is trying to sell 
to volunteers. 

This is D Company at Fort Benjamin Har
rison. It's different not only because it's made 
up of personnel from all services attending 
the Defense Information School, but it also 
has both men and women. Even more un
usual is the fact that both the men and 
women live in the same barracks. They're not 
the same kind of barracks most veterans re
member, they're made up of individual rooms 
like those found in a college dormitory. Men 
share rooms right next to women. 

PFC LANETTE FISCHER. Well my mother'S 
first reaction to--when I told her we were 
going coed she was under the impression it 
was one floor has females, one floor has males 
and this sort of thing. And in a phone call 
a little while later I had said, well the ser-

gean next door, the male sergeant next door. 
And she said, the what, in the phone call and 
it really threw her for a loop . 

THOMPSON. The men and women spend a 
lot of time together. They eat most of their 
meals close together. then classes together 
and they relax together. This togetherness 
has had some predictable results. 

This couple Navy Seaman James REATHL 
and Army Private Lee LONG met in the bar
racks and now they're going to get married 
next week. Some old Army types don't like to 
see this, uniformed personnel holding hands 
while on duty. But it's all part of the new 
military. 

Seaman REATHL. I think it's a much more 
realistic way to live. I think it's definitely a 
good step for the military to take, it shows 
that they're keeping up with changes, that 
are taking place in America, I think, today. 

THOMPSON. Airman James LEWIS has 
mixed emotions about the coed life style. He 
likes it but it also presents a special problem 
for him. 

MAN. Now you are married, how does your 
wife feel about it? 

Airman JAMES LEwrs. Well my wife doesn't 
really know that this is a coed dorm. 

THOMPSON. The Army feels that the experi
mental program at Fort Benjamin Harrison 
has worked so well that it will mix the sec
tions in most of the units at the Indiana 
base in October. 

One of the women who will be affected by 
this says she wants good substantial locks 
on her door. But she's definitely in the 
minority. 

PAT THoMPSON. NBC News. 

[From the Philadelphia Bulletin, 
Sept. 1, 1974] 

ARMY APPLAUDS ITS WOMEN AS "DAMNED 
GOOD SOLDIERS" 

(By Claude Lewis) 
A couple of years ago it clearly would have 

been a matter for laughter. But no more. 
Today's Army-or at least a part of it--has 
gone soft. 

Over at Ft. Dix in N.J. nearly two dozen 
women soldiers moved in with the men, last 
week, filling the air with an odd mixture of 
after-shaving lotion and hairspray. 

Once Army barracks were filled with 
cheesecake pin-ups of Marilyn Monroe and 
Jane Russell. That was the real Army, man! 

But now the pin-ups are liable to be cen
terfolds of actor Jim Brown or Burt Reynolds, 
as women begin fixing up their rooms in the 
same barracks with the male soldiers. Rules 
require that men and women stay on sep
arate levels. 

But if soldiers are trained to crack the iron 
curtain what's to stop them from infiltrating 
a back stairwell and doing what comes nat
urally? 

"We're all adults and everyone knows right 
from wrong," a sergeant said at Ft. Dix the 
other day. He didn't even crack a smile. 

"Yeah," beamed a GI, eyeing a pretty sol
dier. With girls as attractive as some of those 
joining the Army, it's no wonder the military 
reaches its quotas so often. 

Actually, women in the Army are no joke. 
In many cases they are proving to be su
perior to men, in education, and in basic 
training. 

Department of Defense policy dictates that 
all females in the military must be high 
school graduates. As for men, they merely 
have to be able to chew gum and walk at the 
same time. 

If women still suffer from discrimination 
in civilian life, the all-voluntary army prom
ises them equal opportunity. 

They are joining the anny in unprece
dented nuxnbers and, according to army offi
cials, are proving to be "damned good sol
diers.'' 

In addition, said Maj. Gen. Charles Hixon, 
"women have had a tremendous effect on the 



September 11, 1974 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 30805 
male population." The men are said to be 
trying to keep up with their female counter
parts. 

"The women . . . in the first week of 
training, they're all in step," Maj. Gen. Hixon 
insists. "They're easier to train, oh yes. When 
we say jump, the question they ask is: 'Is 
that high enough?' " 

There is even a bit of healthy rivalry and 
snobbishness between male and female re
cruits, especially since all females must hold 
high school diplomas and since tests given 
women are generally more stringent than 
those taken my men. 

A female soldier explained recently: 
"The women do better than the men, def

initely. For one thing we have to be smarter. 
We have to be in better physical health ... 
we're just more intelligent." 

With the new all-volunteer army and no 
U.S. involvement in a hot engagement, to
day's war stories will probably read like 
something out of Romance Magazine. Now 
that the sergeant may be a female, who's 
going to bother about signing up for over
seas duty? 

Army Private Jill Whisker, 22 of Savanna, 
Ill., said she liked the coed living arrange
ments. "It's natural," she smiled. Pvt. Whis
ker, who attended Illinois State University, 
said the arrangement at the school was 
pretty much the same as the army's. 

"It worked out fine," she said. "It's a 
brother and sister kind of thing. We look out 
for each other." 

The whole thing sort of makes me yearn 
for the military life. I understand they've 
even raised the pay. What a way to go to war! 

[From the Baltimore News American, 
Sept. 3, 1974) 

SHE FLIES INTO HURRICANE 
JACKSONVILLE, FLA.-Judy Neuffer looks at 

herself as a woman who has been in the right 
place at the right time, twice. 

The first was when the Navy opened fiight 
training to women. 

The second came on Sunday when she was 
in the pilot's seat of a Navy P3 weather re
connaissance plane which penetrated the eye 
of Hurricane Carmen, with its winds of 175 
miles per hour. 

The 25-year-old lieutenant from Wooster, 
Ohio, thus became the first women pilot in 
naval history to fiy into a hurricane's eye. 

"I didn't know what to expect, but I think 
I can honestly say I didn't feel fear," she 
said. "I have lots of confidence in the aircraft 
and in the crew. They know their job and 
they know it well." 

She also was helped by the commanding of
fleer of the four-engine turboprop jet. 
Cmdr. Dick Sirch, an experienced hurricane 
hunter who supported her and briefed her 
on what to expect. 

Sirch said she compares well with other 
new pilots. 

"Basically, she did a super job," he said. 
"When I found out I was getting a woman 

pilot, I expected a tomboy or a woman's lib
her. This is just a young lady who seriously 
wants to be a pilot. She knows she's being 
observed as a new breed, so she makes an ex
tra effort to do as well as she can." 

Lt. Neuffer has been in the Navy for four 
years since graduation from Ohio State Uni
versity. Her first assignment was at a com
puter center in San Diego. 

When the Navy opened its flight program 
to women, Lt. Neuffer, the daughter of a 
World War II fighter pilot, rushed to apply. 

"I had spent most of my life around air
ports because my father has worked at or 
managed airports since the war. Flying's in 
my blood," she said. 

"I was surprised when I got this assign
ment. But I wanted weather work, so I took 
the chance, and I made it." 

The Navy's five other female pilots are all 
in the cargo transport division. 

She says she didn't begin her flight train-

ing "to prove a point, advance women or fight 
for my rights. I'm in it because I enjoy fly
ing. I looked at myself as a pilot trying to 
do what I've been trained to do. 

"I don't consider myself a women's libber, 
but I do believe in equal opportunity. I know 
many people are watching me to see how I 
do. I won't get up on a soap box and speak 
out, but I hope my performance as a pilot 
can speak out for me." 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I hope 
that this amendment, which was, as I say, 
initially submitted by . the distinguished 
Senator from Maine and is now offered 
by myself and him, will be accepted by 
the managers of the bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KENNED"!". I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 

include my name as a cosponsor? 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the name of the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD) 
be included as a cosponsor of the amend
ment, as well as the names of the Sena
tor from Maine <Mr. HATHAWAY) , the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM), 
the Senator from New Jersey <Mr. WIL
LIAMS), the Senator from Delaware <Mr. 
BIDEN), and the Senator from New York 
(Mr. JAVITS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, today 
I am joining with Senator KENNEDY in 
introducing an amendment to the mili
tary construction bill. This amendment 
would authorize the construction funds 
for the service academies to be used for 
whatever construction might be neces
sary to admit women to the academies. 

I have already introduced a bill in the 
Senate that would allow women to be 
admitted to the service academies. This 
bill was introduced last summer, and 
passed the Senate without opposition in 
December as an amendment to S. 2771, 
the enlistment bonus bill. The other co
sponsors of the amendment to S. 2771 
were Senators THURMOND, JAVITS, and 
MANSFIELD, and the amendment had the 
active support of Senator JoHN STENNIS, 
the chairman of the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee. Thus, the amendment 
had the support of both the chairman 
and the ranking Republican of that com
mittee. That amendment was deleted 
from S. 2771 in the House Armed Services 
Committee by a margin of one vote under 
circumstances which gave rise to exas
peration on the part of some of the mem
bers of that committee. 

I have more recently introduced a 
substitute amendment to my original bill 
which contains some technical changes. 
This amendment has the support of a 
large number of Senators, including 
Senators DOMINICK, JACKSON, GOLD
WATER, NUNN, and HUGHES, all of whom 
are on the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee, as well as the original cosponsors 
of the amendment to S. 2771. 

Mr. President, the best military train
ing in the world takes place at the Amer
ican Service Academies. This training is 
available for men, some of whom are not 
even American citizens. It is not available 
for American women, no matter how 
well qualified they may be. 

The service academies have never 

satisfactorily explained the reason for 
this discriminatory policy. They say it 
is because the mission of the academies 
is combat training, bu~ most of the train
ing which takes place at the academies 
is not combat related, and no reason has 
ever been advanced as to why women 
are not allowed to receive academy train
ing for the noncombat roles they have 
been filling in the services for many 
years. The Department of Defense made 
the following statement in its report on 
S. 2351, my bill in the Senate to allow 
women to be admitted to the academies: 

There are numerous officer billets in the 
armed services, other than in combat roles 
which are necessary to the effectiveness of 
the military services. Competence in these 
positions is no less important than in combat 
roles. 

Surely the best training for these non
combat roles is also to be found at the 
service academies. For the good of mo
rale of the services, as well as because of 
our own beliefs, that training should be 
equally available to all. 

The second reason most often given 
for excluding women is the expense of 
remodeling the facilities to accommo
date them, but women have been ac
commodated in the Regular Army with
out any particularly burdensome ex
pense. Furthermore, any remodeling ex
pense would be trifling compared to the 
overall cost of operating the academies. 

The purpose of the amendment I am 
offering today with Senator KENNEDY, 
however, is to make it clear that there is 
no longer any economic excuse whatso
ever for excluding women from the serv
ice academies. We feel it is time to act. 
We have removed discrimination in 
many other areas. It is time to remove 
it in this area as well. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
article which was published in Newsweek 
on September 9, 1974. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE ARMY: FALL IN! 
It's enough to make an old topkick tear 

his hair. The Army basic-training center at 
Fort Dix, N.J., has succumbed to the sexual 
revolution. Specifically, Building 5406, a 
three-story, cinderblock structure designed 
as a 160-man barracks, now houses fifteen 
men and eighteen women, making it the 
Army's first permanent coed barracks. 

So successful has the experiment been, 
says the brass at Fort Dix, that by the end 
of October, all 326 WAC personnel will be 
reassigned to previously all-male barracks on 
the post. The cost of converting Building 
5406 was "minimal," requiring only strong 
locks on the doors to the third floor, where 
the women are billeted, and a 24-hour guard 
at the stairway to the second-fioor, where 
the men sleep. Mingling of the sexes is con
fined to the first-fioor day room (pool tables, 
Ping Pong, TV) . 

So far, all personnel seem to be pleased 
with the arrangements. "You get more of a 
feeling of belonging to a unit," says Pvt. 
Betty Ruiz. The men, predictably, would 
like expanded visiting rights, but there 
seems to be little danger of their taking too 
many liberties. The eighteen tradition-shat
tering women in Building 5406 belong to the 
post's military-police battalion. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
have discussed the amendment of the 
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distinguished senior Senator from Mas
sachusetts and the distinguished junior 
Senator from Maine with the distin
guished senior Senator from South Car
olina, the ranking Republican member of 
the Armed Services Commitee, and we 
will be glad to take the amendment to 
conference. 

May I say, speaking for myself, that 
I think it is a constructive amendment, 
and would look forward to being able to 
sustain it with the House of Representa
tives. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ap
preciate that sentiment. When we have 
a statement of support by the :floor 
manager, we probably should remain 
quiet, but I wish to underline one point: 
that there is nothing compulsory in thi:c:; 
amendment whatsoever. It is a reaffirma
tion by the Members of the Senate of 
our own belief in the importance of pro
viding this kind of training for young 
women. There is absolutely nothing com
pulsory; it is completely discretionary 
to the military forces, but it is a clear 
indication of the sentiment and feeling 
of the Members of Congress on this par
ticular issue. 

I appreciate the expression of support 
on the part of the :floor manager, and I 
yield the :floor. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me merely for a ques
tion? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. STENNIS. I have already gone on 

record as supporting an amendment of 
this type. But I do want to point out to 
him that the manager of the bill in the 
conference, who would be the Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) . could 
well be up against a stone wall in the 
conference on this matter because the 
House has heretofore said that it vio
lated their own rules, and maybe these 
rules of germaneness-I say maybe--and 
then maybe somebody someday will add 
up the number of Senate amendments 
adopted by .conference and open a score 
against the whole committee. 

I am not against the amendment of the 
Senator from Massachusetts. He has 
been very cooperative and understand
ing. He has had some good amendments, 
and we brought back all of them we 
could. I do think this presents a problem 
and I thought it just ought to be frankly 
mentioned here. These military bills that 
have to pass in one form or another
and this is one of them-are pretty 
handy things to hang an amendment on. 
It leads to delay and trouble. 

So I thank the Senator for his re
marks, and I would support his amend
ment on its merits. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I appreciate the ex
pression of the Senator from Mississippi. 
I do think there is a difference in this 
legislation from an amendment that 
went on the military pay bonus bill last 
year. Even though that was a clear ex
pression of the Members of the Senate 
in support of the purposes of that amend
ment, we are now dealing with military 
construction, and I think this amend
ment is entirely appropriate to be at
tached to this particular proposal. Hope
fully, with that distinction which, I think, 
is an extremely powerful one, and with 

the clear and persuasive voice of the 
Senator from Mississippi and the Sena
tor from Missouri in defending the Sen
ate's position, perhaps we will be able to 
achieve the purposes of this amendment. 
I appreciate the comments of the Sen
ator from Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that during the con
sideration of H.R. 16136 it be in order 
that a separate vote occur on section 612 
of the committee substitute prior to the 
vote on the entire committee substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do this, Mr. Pres
ident, because I think this is a good bill, 
and I think the committee has been as
siduous and exacting in its study of the 
needs of the Nation in the field of mili
tary construction, and I want to show my 
support-and I am sure the entire Senate 
will-in the way in which this committee 
has worked under the chairmanship of 
the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi (Mr. STENNIS), the chairmanship 
of the distinguished Senator from Mis
souri <Mr. SYMINGTON) as well as the 
ranking Republican members, the dis
tinguished Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. THURMOND) and the distinguished 
senior Senator from Texas <Mr. TOWER). 

It would be my intention at an appro
priate time to ask for the yeas and the 
nays on this amendment, and also on 
:final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1854 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I would like 
to call up my amendment No. 1854. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk proceed
ed to read the amendment. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and the 
amendment will be printed in the REc
ORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 93, after line 24, insert a new sec

tion as follows: 
SEC. 509. None of the funds authorized to 

be appropriated by this or any other Act may 
be used for the purpose of installing air
conditioning equipment in any new or exist
ing military family housing unit in the State 
of Hawaii. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, my amend
ment to the Military Construction Act 
would prevent the Department of De
fense from requiring that central air
conditioning be installed in military fam
ily housing in Hawaii. This requirement, 
which had been opposed by the three 
military services as unnecessary, is a hor
rible example of unnecessary Federal 
spending caused by excessively rigid reg
ulations. 

The Department of Defense claims that 
climatic conditions on Hawaii result in 
a large number of hours each year dur
ing which there are uncomfortable 
temperatures on the islands. The Depart-

ment's criterion is based on the number 
of hours where the wet bulb temperature 
exceeds 67 degrees Fahrenheit during the 
6 warmest months. 

But the Navy advised its Washington 
headquarters that the DOD criterion ig
nores the prevalence of cooling trade 
winds on Hawaii which consistently 
moderate both temperature and humid
ity conditions. And the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration's find
ings are that in Hawaii "summers are 
warm but not hot, so that air-condition
ing is a luxury rather than a necessity." 
The Hawaii Department of Planning and 
Economic Development describes the 
climate in its pamphlets as "ideal" and 
"generally warm and pleasant the year 
round." According to the General Ac
counting Office Report which recom
mends termination of the DOD require
ment, air-conditioning is not common in 
Hawaii and is often only available as a. 
luxury option on homes costing from 
$80,000 to $90,000. 

In my judgment, there are two very 
sound reasons to prohibit the requiring 
of the installation of central air-condi
tioning in these military quarters in Ha
waii. The first is cost in a tight budget. 
situation. The GAO estimates that the 
air-conditioning program, excluding any 
future maintenance changes, could cost 
as much as $100 million. When we are 
seeking ways to cut the Federal budget 
to help control in:fiation, there can be no 
justification for spending $100 million on 
air-conditioning homes where climatic 
conditions are close to ideal. 

The second sound reason is that the 
air-conditioning program is totally in
consistent with the very necessary ef
fort to continue to conserve energy. 
Additional air-conditioning on such a. 
widespread basis would create a signif
icant increase in Hawaii's energy con
sumption. At the moment, most of 
Hawaii's electric power comes from im
ported oil. The GAO concluded that the 
DOD's policy of air-conditioning all mili
tary housing on Hawaii would be . "a. 
luxury tliat Hawaii's energy sources, at 
this point in time, cannot afford." 

For these reasons, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
discussed the amendment of the able 
Senator from Delaware with my col
leagues and the ranking member of the 
full committee and the subcommittee on 
the other side of the aisle, and we would 
be glad to accept this amendment and 
to take it to conference. 

If I get the figures straight, we believe 
it would affect 1,900 housing units at a. 
cost of about $2 million. But we will 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I am happy 
that the committee will accept this 
amendment. All I can say on the figures 
is that a study made by the Comptroller 
General of the United States put the cost 
at up to $100 million. 

I think one also has to face the fact 
that there would be expensive mainte
nance costs, not only initial construction 
costs. Most American families today are 
paying for their own air-conditioning. 
and it would just be unconscionable,. 
whatever the cost, to spend this money 
for this purpose at this time. 
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I am happy that the committee is ac

cepting this amendment and I will say 
that I will be following this matter very 
carefully. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Delaware. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays on final passage. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays on a separate vote 
on section 612 of the committee substi
tute. That is what I mentioned before. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment will be stated. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to read the amendment. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and the 
amendment will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Insert at the appropriate place in the bill, 

the following new section to read as follows: 
"SEc. -. None of the funds authorized 

to be appropriated by this or any other Act 
may be used for site acquisition or construc
tion of the CONUS Over-The-Horizon radar 
system receiver antenna during the period 
after the date of enactment of this Act and 
prior to May 31, 1975." · 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I have 
taken this amendment up with the dis
tinguished manager of the bill. 

The amendment which I have called 
up today has a simple and limited pur
pose: that of obtaining sufficient time to 
resolve a number of questions which 
have been raised concerning the pro
posed site of the receiver antenna for 
the Over-the-Horizon Backscatter radar 
system in Washington County, Maine. 

For several years, the U.S. Air Force 
has been investigating possible sites in 
Maine for the radar system. However, it 
was not until June 25-after Senate 
passage of the Military Procurement 
Authorization bill-that the Air Force 
announced the selection of a "preferred" 
transmitter site in western Maine and a 
receiver site in eastern Maine. 

The receiver site, including 1,000 acres 
of valuable farmland, has generated the 
most concen1 among Maine citizens. The 
land in question produced 6 percent of 
Maine's total blueberry crop, with an 
estimated annual cash value of $347,000. 

As a result, Maine citizens and State 
officials seek adequate opportunity both 
to point out to the Air Force the adverse 
economic impact of the selected site and 
to solicit from the Air Force information 
as to the availability and cost of alter
native sites which would still meet the 
technical requirements of the system. 

Public hearings on the Draft Environ
mental Impact Statement are being held 
this week in Maine, and the Air Force 
has encouraged public comment. At the 
same time, however, there are indica
tions that development of the proposed 
site is proceeding apace. Therefore, the 

hearings may not provide an adequate 
opportunity for Maine citizens to con
vince the Air Force of the importance of 
the land in question to our economy. The 
purchase of land options on some tracts 
involved in the system are scheduled to 
take place prior to the hearing. Also, 
potential contractors were requested on 
July 25 to submit detailed proposals and 
cost estimates on site development. 

This amendment is intended simply to 
limit any further action on site acquisi
tion and development for the prototype 
receiver until additional information on 
the matter of site selection is obtained. 
It is not intended to prevent the Air 
Force from proceeding with development 
of the radar technology and other re
search activities associated with the 
OTH system. 

Mr. President, this amendment is very 
similar to an amendment which I intro
duced on August 20 to the Defense Pro
curement Appropriations bill that was 
accepted by the distinguis.hed Senator 
from Arkansas <Mr. McCLELLAN) who 
floor-managed that bill. This amend
ment differs from my previous amend
ment only in that it provides that no 
moneys authorized in any earlier legis
lation-as well as in this legislation
shall be used for site acquisition or con
struction of the over-the-horizon radar 
system receiver antenna during the pe
riod from the date of enactment of this 
act until May 31, 1975. And the additional 
language is necessary, for I understand 
that the Air Force may use within the 
next few weeks money authorized in the 
fiscal year 1973 Military ·construction 
Authorizations bill for site acquisition of 
the radar system receiver antenna. 

Mr. President, let me emphasize again 
that I do not oppose the over-the-hori
zon radar system. However, I do favor 
a temporary delay in the funding for its 
site acquisition and construction in order 
to assure that Members of Congress and 
the citizens of Maine have ample oppor
tunity to resolve the questions which 
have been raised. 

Mr. President, I understand the dis
tinguished floor manager has considered 
this amendment and is willing to accept 
it for the limited purposes I have 
described. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I have discussed 
this amendment with the ranking mem
ber of the Military Construction Sub
committee, the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Texas, and we are glad to 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I thank my good friend 
from Missouri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HATHAWAY). The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Maine (Mr. MUSKIE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I call 

the attention of my colleagues to section 
611 of the Military Construction Act. 
This section of the bill is directed toward 
the continuing prol:;>lem of our men 
missing in action as a result of their 
performance of service in Southeast Asia. 

In our obligations to these men, and 
in our treatment of their brave families, 
the Government of the United States 
has been insufficiently forthcoming. The 

problem is of course a difficult one, and 
the intransigence of the other side has 
been responsible for our inability to ob
tain an adequate accounting of our men. 
But it is also true that there have been 
continuing efforts in the executive 
branch since the signing of the Paris 
Accords to put the problem on the back 
burner, and to deprive the American 
people of a clear idea of what has been 
done on behalf of our missing men, what 
is being done, and what is contemplated 
for the future. 

I have met with the families of many 
of these men, and I know the uncertainty 
and doubt which plague their every day. 
They want to know the fate of their loved 
ones. And they want to know the truth. 
They have no wish to precipitate world 
war III over the issue. What they want 
is honest, straightforward treatment. 
And, sad to report, they have not been 
getting it. When they heard the oft-re
peated statements of the previous ad
ministration that our prisoners have 
been returned, they were understandably 
upset. 

I cannot understand the unwillingness 
to level with these families. Their hus
bands and fathers fought, and many of 
them died, for their country. We have 
the most serious kind of obligation to 
these families, but all they get is a run
around. They deserve better, and it is a 
shame that they have not received bet
ter. 

Every family is concerned about the 
question of status review changes and 
presumptive findings of death. There are 
many wives and parents and sons and 
daughters who feel these changes are 
unwarranted unless and until it is con
clusively demonstrated that the United 
States has done everything reasonable to 
obtain an accounting of our missing men. 
I think the families are entitled to post
pone status review changes and presump
tive findings of death until such time as 
their Commander in Chief can assure 
them that all reasonable action has been 
taken, a.nd until more satisfactory per
manent legislation providing clear-cut 
procedures for status change reviews has 
been enacted. 

This is just an interim amendment at
tached to the Military Construction bill
interim treatment to clear the air of all 
the confusion we have had with the vari
ous court decisions and administrative 
procedures, or lack of them, in the past 
months and years. 

Accordingly, section 6 provides that, 
first, no status changes concerning our 
men missing in action as a result of their 
performance of service in Southeast Asia 
may be made until the President of the 
United States notifies the Congress, in 
writing, that all reasonable efforts have 
indeed been made to account for our 
missing men in Indochina and to enforce 
the provisions of article 8(b) of the Paris 
Peace Accord. 

I would note at this particular point 
that President Ford while Vice President, 
met with these families just a couple of 
months ago. The former President did 
not. We have been trying to arrange a 
meeting for the famllies with Mr. Ford 
now that he is President, so these fam
ilies can ascertain the policy as it will be 
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followed by the new administration, and 
so they can be assured that this matter is 
on the front burner with our new Presi
dent. I have talked to the White House 
about it, and I realize it is difficult given 
all the different concerns that confront 
the new administration. But the White 
House is trying to arrange such a con
ference. I think the requirement is that 
we get in black and white exactly what 
was done and what is and will be done, 
to clear our minds and consciences as 
the people's representa.tives that some
thing is being done, and what it is. 

Obtaining a full accounting of our men 
is admittedly difficult. Every action has 
a reaction, and the consequences have to 
be taken into cons-ideration. Dr. Kissinger 
tells us that the Soviets are being pres
sured to use their influence in Hanoi. I 
hope the pressure is maximum, but I 
have no conclusive evidence that it is. It 
would seem to me, for instance, that the 
measure proposed by the distinguished 
Senator from Florida <Mr. GuRNEY) to 
use our control over trade with the Com
munist countries to force pressure on 
Hanoi is eminently reasonable when we 
are talking about the possibility of Amer
ican men still being held in prison in 
Southeast Asia. 

Section 611, which has the support of 
27 cosponsors, provides simple legal pro
cedure for the next-of-kin to stop what 
they feel are unwarranted status 
changes. It provides a clear procedure, 
where there is only uncertainty and con
fusion now. I have yet to talk to one per
son, in government or out, who can tell 
me just what the policy is, in light of De
fense Department regulations, past prac
tice, judicial interpretations and orders, 
and all the rest. Small wonder that the 
distraught wives and families a.re con
fused about how the system works. To 
overcome this confusion section 611 sub
stitutes the following procedures: The 
Service Secretary concerned would notify 
the next-of-kin, in writing, of the pro
posed status change. The next-of-kin 
would then have a period of 60 days to 
flle an objection to such change. The ob
jection being filed, no status change 
would be allowed. 

There are, then, two integral parts to 
this measure. One would require the 
Presidential assurance that all reason
able efforts have been made. And the sec
ond would provide the families with the 
mechanism to block what they consider 
unwarranted changes in status. 

Mr. President, section 611 of the bill 
is not intended to set policy for all time 
to come. Efforts are being made in the 
Congress to change the perm anent legis
lation under which status reviews are 
conducted, specifically sections 555 and 
556 of title 37 of the U.S. Code. This 
permanent legislation has proved in
adequate to the current situation. Indeed 
it seems that sections 555 and 556 were 
initially enacted for the purpose of con
tinuing pay and allowances-and not for 
the more serious purpose of making death 
determinations. A new law, addressed to 
the procedures of status review changes 
for the purpose of death findings, is long 
overdue. Such legislation should include 
specific guidelines and procedures. It 
should provide more access to the facts 

for the families of the missing men. It 
should include clear-cut determinations 
of such terms as "next of kin." It should 
protect more fully the rights of the serv
icemen and the rights of the families. 

While efforts to formulate more ade
quate permanent legislation go forward, 
it is imperative that we have interim pro
cedures which will protect the rights in 
question and which can be easily under
stood by all parties concerned. That is 
the purpose of section 611. 

Once the Presidential determination 
has been made in accordance with sec
tion 611, the families have the option 
available to them. Those families who 
feel that more evidence is needed-who 
feel that a status change at that particu
lar time is unwarranted-are given the 
legislative tool to prevent the change. 
Those who wish to proceed with the de
termination, satisfied with the available 
evidence, may do so. 

This is the only equitable approach. I 
have studied this ·matter long and hard 
and tried to look at it from every possi
ble perspective. I believe that section 611 
provides the best method for carrying us 
through this difficult period until more 
satisfactory permanent methods are pro
vided. It recognizes our continuing obli
gation to our missing men, and it pro
vides their families with the flexibility 
they need, and deserve, in dealing with 
this all-important matter. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished manager of the bill for his co
operation, and particularly his leader
ship on the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. The families of the missing in ac
tion are really indebted and grateful to 
him, for his leadership, and willingness 
on a military construction bill to try to 
include this as an interim measure. We 
know it is legislation. We know it could 
conceivably be questioned in the other 
body. But we hope the urgency of the 
matter will really outweigh the parlia
mentary problems. We are deeply in
debted to the senior Senator from 
Missouri. 

I ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed in the RECORD an editorial from 
the Buffalo Evening News on this par
ticular point, which really clarifies the 
dilemma we are in on this score. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Buffalo Evening News, August 19, 

19741 
MIA PROBLEM BLAMED ON HANOI 

"Noteworthy among the foreign policy 
guideposts in President Ford's address to 
Congress was his a vowed determination to 
see 'the observance of the Paris Agreement on 
Vietnam.' 

"Though this general statement did not 
single out any specific evasion of Hanoi's 
commitments, the wives and families of the 
1100 men still carried as missing in action 
must hope that it implies a presidential con
cern for the anguish they have suffered and 
a fresh resolution to bring to an end as 
promptly as possible the plaguing uncer
tainty about their fate. 

"The bitterness felt by some relatives of 
the MIAs is tinged with suspicion that the 
government has not done all that it might or 
ought to have done to secure an accounting 
as provided for in the Paris cease-fire. . . . 

"Yet the hard fact is that, short of some 

new diplomatic stroke gaining Hanoi's and 
VietCong compliance with their humanitar
ian obligations, the outlook for either re
covering those who may still be alive or for 
finding proof of their deaths is tragically 
dim. Even under the best of Communist co
operation, the task of finding the remains of 
men missing as long as six years ago is ex
ceedingly difficult. The U.S. never recovered 
the bodies of some 78,000 men who died in 
World War II. And now in the Vietnam after
math, search operations, having been ham
pered by Communist refusal to permit teams 
access to disputed areas in the south as well 
as in the north, have had to be suspended 
since an ambush last December of an Ameri
can search team. 

"These obstacles pose dilemmas for re
sponsible Defense Department officials as well 
as for MIA families. For families stm clinging 
to a hope that husbands or fathers might st111 
be alive, any haste to reclassify them as of
ficially dead in the absence of fresh informa
tion can seem cruelly insensitive--if indeed 
not a yielding to temptation to dispose of a 
problem with expedient record changes in 
lieu of harder and persistent diplomatic 
pressures. 

"A federal court panel ruled last February 
that the Pentagon can no longer declare dead 
those servicemen still listed as missing with
out notifying next-of-kin and giving them a 
chance to be heard. While upholding claim
ants' contentions that death findings with
out pursuing a diligent search would deny 
them due process, the court acknowledged 
that some famil1es want a dead-or-alive de
termination so that they can get over their 
grief and start life anew. 

"To all of this, to be sure, there is no easy 
answer unless a new administration can per
suade the Communists to live up to their 
obligations. What possible diplomatic lever
age Washington might exert to insure an ac
counting for the missing and repatriation of 
the dead, we cannot guess. But surely, so 
long as any hope still fiickers that any of 
these missing may stm be alive and captive, 
the government should withhold writing 
them off as dead unless either new evidence 
or the expressed wishes of their families so 
warrants." 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Speaking for the 
committee, we are very grateful for the 
remarks made by the distinguished Sen
ator from South Carolina. As we know 
he is supporting the bill. We appreciat~ 
that. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment, which is at the desk 
and ask for its immediate consideration: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read a~ 
follows: 

On page 57, line 20, strike the figure 
$5,388,000 and insert in lieu thereof the 
figure $7,648,000. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the name of the Sen
ator from Alabama <Mr. SPARKMAN) be 
added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, first I wish 
to commend the distinguished Sen a tor 
from Missouri, the manager of the bill 
the ranking member of the Committe~ 
on Armed Services, and the distinguished 
chairman <Mr. STENNis). I also commend 
the distinguished Republican member 
(Mr. TowER). I commend them for the 
fine work that they always do on the mili
tary procurement bill, the military con
struction bill, and the various military 

' 

' 
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authorization bills that come before 
their committee. 

I commend them for their determina
tion that we shall always have a strong 
defense posture in this country. Cer
tainly, providing for a strong national 
defense should be our No. 1 pri
ority. If we do not provide for the de
fense of our country, it will not be long 
before we do not have any country to 
defend. 

At the same time, Mr. President, I sup
port their efforts to save funds in such 
areas as they are able to save, in areas 
where construction is not necessary, 
where armament is not necessary, where 
economies can be effected. 

It is somewhat unusual for the Sen
ator from Alabama to be suggesting an 
increase in an authorization or an ap
propriation. I am somewhat hesitant in 
making this request for this increase be
cause I respect the dedication, the abil
ity, and expertise of those leaders of the 
committee and the full membership of 
the committee that has these matters 
come before them. 

The fact of the matter is that this 
amount suggested in the amendment, 
and I shall be more specific in a moment, 
was suggested by the Army. This comes 
under the appropriations for the Army 
Materiel Command. 

The request was made in the House. 
The House committee approved the fig
ure that is contained in the amendment. 
The House voted the amendment. But 
the Senate committee, in its wisdom, saw 
fit to make a reduction. 

What is involved here is the construc
tion of a headquarters building at the 
Anniston Army Depot near Anniston, 
Ala. The amount involved is $2,260,000. 

What is the Anniston Army Depot? 
It is a tremendous installation we are 
proud to have in our State. I might say 
that this installation and the employees 
there have the full support of the com
munity. It is an installation that is im
portant to the economy of the entire 
area. As a matter of fact, some 4,200 per
sons are employed at this installation. 

What does it do? Several hundred 
acres of this reservation contain literal
ly thousands of concrete reinforced ig
loos where shells are stored. The other 
phase of its mission is that it is a tre
mendous factory or repair shop, you 
might say, for all manner of military 
armament, going from small weapons on 
up to 50-ton tanks. It is a busy installa
tion. 

They have no headquarters building 
there, even though they have a tremen
dous operation. For the last 30 years they 
have been in a renovated warehouse. 
That is what they have had for a head
quarters building. 

Since it is doing such an important 
service for the Army and for the Na
tion, and so many people are involved 
there-as I stated, some 4,200 people
various dignitaries come from all over 
the world to see the operation there at 
Anniston. High-ranking military officials, 
high-ranking officials in the Govern
ment, visit there, and they have no ade
quate headquarters building. 

So the Army saw fit to request this 
CXX--1942-Part 23 

building and the House approved it. 
Now it is before the Senate. 

I have inquired of Senator SYMINGTON, 
Senator STENNIS, and Senator TOWER if 
they felt that the public interest would 
be served if this amendment be accepted 
here on the floor of the Senate, and that 
this installation would be allowed to go 
ahead. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the 
able and distinguished Senator from 
Alabama knows of our respect for him 
and our respect for his knowledge of 
military matters. We have discussed this 
question among ourselves. It is a fact 
that the money requested for this addi
tion was considered a matter of lower 
priority by the Army. Nevertheless, be
cause of the able presentation of the 
distinguished Senator from Alabama I 
would request that, rather than intro
duce the amendment at this time, he 
withdraw it and, inasmuch as it has al
ready been passed in the House bill, that 
we take it to conference, with his think
ing on the matter. 

Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator from 
Missouri yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. I would like to associate 

myself with the remarks of the Senator 
from Missouri. I am sympathetically in
clined toward the proposal made by the 
Senator from Alabama. I feel that per
haps we should maintain the current in
tegrity of the bill, so to speak, and look 
with some favor on this matter when we 
get to conference. 

As the saying goes, we would like to 
have a little head room in the confer
ence. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the generosity of 
the distinguished Senators in their com
ments. I appreciate their attitude. I rec
ognize that they would want to support 
the action of the committee. 

As I have stated, I hate to go against 
their recommendations. But I do not be
lieve that this is an unreasonable request. 

I might state that my distinguished 
senior colleague, Mr. SPARKMAN, joins 
me in this effort. He is not able to be in 
the Chamber at this time because he is 
chairing an important hearing of his 
committee, but he thoroughly endorses 
the amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter from Mr. Ralph W. Callahan, 
dated September 3, 1974, and a letter 
from Mr. Harvey C. Norton, dated Sep
tember 4, 1974. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

THE ANNISTON STAR, 
Anniston, Ala., September 3, 1974. 

H ::m . JAMES B. ALLEN, 
New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR JIM: We have been much distressed 
at the news that the Senate has deleted from 
the military construction bill the $2.6 mil
lion item for a headquarters at Anniston 
Army Depot at Bynum. 

It is my understanding that this item was 
in House Bill No. 16136 and, of course, it 
very shortly will go to conference. 

For over thirty years now the Depot has 
been using a converted warehouse for its 
headquarters and at present has approxi-

mately 180 people working in the headquar
ters building while it is forced to disperse 
some 75 other headquarters' personnel in 
sdven outposts on the installation. 

I'm sure you realize how much more effi
cien.t the operation could be if the Depot 
could centralize its operation with all its 
people in one modern headquarters building. 

I do not have to tell you how important 
the Depot is to this area since it is the largest 
employer within the seven counties sur
rounding the installation, nor do I have to 
tell you what a top job they are doing for 
the Defense Department. Incidentally, some 
3,000 visitors (including high-ranking U.S. 
military and civilian and foreign nationals) 
visit the Depot each year, and I sometimes 
wonder about their reaction when they are 
greeted in this old warehouse. 

On behalf of the Military Affairs Commit
tee and the Greater Anniston Area Chamber 
of Commerce I earnestly solicit your assist
ance in seeing that this item is restored in 
conference. 

Sincerely yours, 
RALPH W. CALLAHAN. 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, 

Bynum, Ala., September 4, 1974. 
Hon. Senator JAMES ALLEN, 
New Senate Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: I have been informed that 
a project passed in the House to provide the 
Anniston Army Depot with a much needed 
and desired Headquarters and Administra
tion Building has been deleted in the Senate. 

Senator, as you know, the Anniston Army 
Depot is one of the largest and most produc
tive organi~ations in the defense of our coun
try. Our great depot located in the great 
State of Alabama is being called on to pro
duce more and more tanks, just one of the 
things we do so well and more efficiently than 
any other Department of Defense activity. 
The Depot has in some skill areas as much 
as three generations and we are extremely 
proud of this heritage in the rebuild of 
many items of defense from small weapons to 
50 ton tanks. 

For over thirty years now, a converted 
warehouse has been used as a Headquarters 
Building at the Depot. While some depots 
and other defense establishments have 
boasted of modern Headquarters Buildings, 
the proud people at Anniston have impro
vised with available facilities within the con
verted warehouse and hoped for better 
facilities in the future. 

The Anniston Army Depot is a top depot 
and should have a top Headquarters Build
ing. The Depot is the largest employer within 
the seven counties surrounding the installa
tion and is known throughout the world for 
their responsiveness to produce, and supply 
our troops as well as our foreign allies. 

Approximately 3,000 visitors including high 
ranking U.S. Military and Civilians and for
eign nationals observe this great Depart
ment of Defense activity each year. 

Our depot needs this Headquarters Build
ing, which I understand will be an item for 
discussion in the Senate-House conference 
on Military Construction. Therefore I 
strongly urge you to use your support and 
influence in our plight for this project. 

On behalf of some 42 hundred Depot Em
ployees and union members, I earnestly re
quest your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
HARVEY C. NORTON, 

President. 

Mr. ALLEN. I recognize that no com
mitment has been made by the distin
guished Senators who will be conferees 
on the bill; but with the understanding 
that they will check into the matter and 
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discuss the matter with the House con
ferees, and with the understanding that 
some consideration will be given by the 
conferees to the subject involved in the 
amendment, I do withdraw the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is w'ithdrawn. 

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I should 
like to mention and make a record con
cerning an acquisition of real estate in 
the State of Colorado described in the 
committee report as the "Fort Carson 
land acquisition request," on page 5. 

I realize why the distinguished floor 
manager of the bill could not accept an 
amendment to delete this authorization, 
particularly in view of the fact that the 
House bill does not have it, and it will 
be taken to conference. 

I should like to mention that when 
the appropriation bill comes up, if this 
item is in it, I will seek to have it re
moved. 

I merely take this occasion to state 
the background of the problem, and in 
the hope that the distinguished floor 
manager of the bill, the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, and the dis
tinguished ranking minority member of 
the committee, will bear the facts in 
mind when they go to conference and 
possibly decide to accede to the position 
of the House. 

Basically, they only wanted a three
phase acquisition of land near Fort Car
son, which lies between the city of Colo
rado Springs and the city of Pueblo. 
Phase 1 was for 17,500 acres and was 
adjacent to the southern boundary of 
Fort Carson. In phase 2, they only would 
acquire 45,400 acres adjoining the south
eastern corner of Fort Carson. Phase 3 
would permit the acquisition of 11,200 
acres on the eastern edge of Fort Carson. 

The purpose of the acquisition-that 
is, the Army's purpose, and it was so 
stated-was to provide additional ma
neuver room for mechanized units and 
to "simulate" the NATO environment. 

I should mention, Mr. President, that 
the last expansion of Fort Carson was 
in 1965. At that time, the Army told the 
people of my State that there would be 
no further expansion. 

The subcommittee very graciously held 
special hearings on this Fort Carson mat
ter, and I thank the distinguished chair
man of the subcommittee for so doing. 
After those hearings, a so-called com
promise was proposed. The compromise 
was to permit the acquisition of phase 
3-in other words, skipping over phases 
1 and 2-and the bill authorizes $7.2 mil
lion to purchase these 11,000 acres. 

The compromise is not acceptable to 
the people who live immediately adjacent 
to the area, nor to the people of Pueblo, 
nor to a great many people in Colorado 
Springs, although those people do not 
feel quite as strongly about it. 

One has to look at the problem of this 
en~ire ac~uisition as a totality; because, 
qmte obviOusly, the acquisition of merely 
11,000 acres is not going to be sufficient 
to do what the Army wants, which is to 
h~~e a reservation big enough to deploy a 
diVIsion, as opposed to a brigade, in 
~aneuvers. So the totality of the acqui
sition would effectively prohibit any ex-

pansion of the city of Pueblo, and the 
local citizens are vehemently opposed to 
the acquisition. 

Furthermore, it seems to me that an 
authorization at this time is premature. 
The reason I say that is that the Army 
has published a draft environmental im
pact statement, as required by law. This 
was done in the middle of July of this 
year. But this impact statement has not 
been reviewed by the Environmental Pro
tection Agency, it has not been reviewed 
by the Council on Environmental Qual
ity, and-this is most important-it has 
not been opened and subject to public 
hearings. 

Whether one is considering the en
vironmental impact statement or is 
merely considering-! think this is of 
overriding importl\nce-any expansion 
I think the local people should be heard 
at hearings as to their feelings and opin
ion~; because unless this is done, quite 
obviOusly, resentments build up that are 
not desirable. 

Therefore, I stress that because of the 
absence of public hearings, either on the 
environmental segment or otherwise, and 
because we cannot look at phase 3 with
out looking at phases 1 and 2-because 
~f you go into phase 3 to get the Army 
Its purpose, you have to acquire phase 
1 and phase 2-and because of the ad
verse effect that the total acquisition 
would have on the city of Pueblo which 
has approximately 1,000 people, 'I hope 
that at the time of the conference the 
distinguished floor manager of the bill 
and the other .Senate conferees would 
consider my position. 

I point out that the committee report 
states this: 

The major portion of the Army's justifi
cation for the land acquisition at Fort Car
son was to support the training require
ment of a mechanized division; a division 
that trains to fight primarily in the NATO 
area. While the committee is authorizing the 
funds necessary to acquire the Phase III 
land, it believes a mechanized division might 
better simulate the NATO ground environ
ment at some other location. 

In other words, the committee itself 
realizes that this terrain in Colo~ado i~ 
not comparable to NATO terrain and 
WQUld not really be suitable to simulate 
NATO environment. 

Therefore, in summary, I hope that iii 
conference this matter will be reconsid
e!ed. I will try to prevent the appropria
tiOn because, frankly, this partial land 
acquisition will not do what the Army 
wants, No. 1. No. 2, the total land acqui
sition, according to the committee's lan
guage, would not do what the Army 
wants. No. 3, the people in the immediate 
area affected by this are violently op
posed. 

I thank the distinguished floor man
ager of the bill. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President I am 
interested in and impressed by wh~t the 
able Senator from Colorado has stated 
His position is clear. We have had cor~ 
respondence in the committee on this 
matter. 

This matter was not approved by the 
House, and the language of the com
mittee report is as follows: 

The committee notes that the major por
tion of the Army's justification for the land 

acquisition at Fort Carson was to support 
the training requirement of a mechanized 
division; a division that trains to fight pri
marily in the NATO area. While the com
mittee is authorizing the funds necessary 
to acquire the Phase III land, it believes a 
mechanized division might better simulate 
the NATO ground environment at some other 
location. Therefore, future fund requests, 
especially for the Phase I or II area, must 
be justified on the basis that other adequate 
training sites for mechanized units within 
the continental limits of the United States 
that simulate the NATO environment are 
not available. 

I thought that the Senator from Colo
rado would be interested in that part of 
the committee report. 

Mr. HASKELL. I appreciate the senior 
Senator from Missouri underscoring that, 
and under these circumstances, I hope 
that th'e distinguished Senator will at 
least consider whether it is right at this 
moment to authorize phase III if, really, 
the totality is not going to be desirable. 

I thank the distinguished Senator. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall 
not detain the Senate more than a few 
minutes. I want to make some additional 
remarks about the bill, particularly this 
Diego Garcia aspect. 

Mr. President, the Director of the CIA, 
Mr. Colby, testified before our subcom
mittee on this matter, and I notice that 
certain segments of the press undertook 
to play up what they called a rift, or a 
dissension, or a great disagreement be
tween the military part of the Govern
ment and Mr. Colby. That is unmistak
ably the meaning of what some of them 
said. But, Mr. President, that is a great 
disservice to the military segment of our 
Government and to Mr. Colby. 

What he said and what happened just 
do not justify, I submit, any such con
clusion. Even though as late as this 
morning and until an hour ago, they 
were calling me, wanting me to comment 
upon this alleged rift between the CIA's 
Mr. Colby and the military. There is just 
nothing to it, Mr. President. There is no 
such animal as that running around in 
Washington now. There are a lot of dif
ferent things running around, but cer
tainly that is not one of them. 

I want to say with all the emphasis 
that I can that Mr. Colby was trying to 
testify and did testify truthfully. He 
gave some of his estimations, and maybe 
some of them verged on military mat
ters. With all deference to him, and I 
am friendly to him, my estimation that 
some of them verged on military mat
ters may not be worth a great deal. They 
are somewhat out of our field. But at the 
same time, he is not taking any licks at 
the military, and they were not taking 
any licks at him, so far as I know. I just 
wanted to comment on that, Mr. Presi
dent. 
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I wish to say one other thing too, about 

this whole concept of the Indian Ocean. 
I think it is a broad policy question and 
it has some military aspects. I shall be 
glad when the Congress has fully dis
posed of the matter. I think we ought to 
proceed and dispose of it. But, Mr. Presi
dent, there are important aspects of this 
Indian Ocean problem aside from any 
military concern about it. They are 
spelled out in one short, three-letter 
word, a very short word, o-i-1, oil. 

Out of this area north of the Indian 
Ocean at the Persian Gulf comes more 
than 80 per·cent of the oil that supplies 
Japan, certainly an ally of ours. Through 
the same Indian Ocean comes about 50 
percent of the oil that supplies Western 
Europe and England, certainly, overall, 
a major ally of ours. Through this same 
Indian Ocean is going to come, by 1985, 
according to the estimates, about 20 per
cent of our own oil supply. It is around 
10 percent now from the Middle East. 

So, entirely apart from any so-called 
military significance-immediate mili
tary significance-! am thoroughly con
vinced-and I did not let the Navy come 
and brief me on this matter until I had 
looked into it some myself-that we had 
better be alert to be sure that we not 
get caught short in the whole vast area 
of the world there. We have to have 
better facilities for the operation of our 
Navy, the Navy we already have in that 
vast area of the world, and will have as 
long as we continue to be international
ists, so-called, as is our policy. 

I have never been a fanatic on it, but 
we cannot withdraw into a shell. Our 
economy is so dependent on exports and 
imports, we are not going to be with
drawing into a shell any time soon. We 
are not going to solve our own energy 
sources problem in a few years. I am on 
an appropriations subcommittee with the 
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. BIBLE), who 
is here in the Chamber and compliments 
me by listening to me. He and I know 
that we are not going to solve this energy 
sources matter in 3 or 4 or 5 or 6 years. 
We are going to have it with us, at the 
very best, for a good number of years. 

We heard all of this on the Committee 
on Appropriations. I should not advocate 
that we use up all our oil just to be in
dependent of the Middle East anyway, 
unless we have to. • 

So, I am vitally concerned that we 
have the facilities there-a pier and oil 
storage, fuel storage, and the things that 
have to go into operating a Navy-that 
might be needed to protect our oil sup
ply lines. 

This is the route that they will come, 
no mistake about that, these huge oil 
tankers. They will never be able to use 
the Suez Canal. 

At present fuel and repairs and sup
plies and everything to this Indian Ocean 
area have to come all the way from the 
Philippines. It is over 3,000 miles, any
way, to keep supply ships going back and 
forth. 

If a carrier over there has to be re
placed, or go in for repairs or for rest of 
the crew, there is all this distance in
volved. Therefore, I am convinced that 
if we fix up the facility there on Diego 
Garcia, we can far better utilize the Navy 
we presently have. 

We read a lot about that this is going 
to cause us to have to build more carriers, 
more supply ships for the carriers, and 
other carrier forces. I do not believe there 
is a word of truth in that. There may be 
other reasons that will cause us to have to 
do that, but I am sure we can better uti
lize the carriers, supply ships, and carrier 
forces that we already have-utilize and 
operate them better-by having some
thing out there in the middle of the 
Indian Ocean. 

The island is a thousand miles or more 
from any shoreline. I hope we can get 
some kind of reasonable agreement from 
Great Britain, and I believe we will, and 
proceed on with the elemental needs for 
this naval installation there. I believe 
that is the course that we will follow, 
and that we will obtain an agreement. I 
had thought we ought to have it by now, 
but matters came up that they could not 
do it. We will thus, as I say, be augment
ing, reinforcing, and making more oper
ative the Navy we already have. 

I wish we could have this oil problem go 
away, but it is not going away. We will 
have to deal with it. 

So far as the money is concerned, we 
have reduced this appropriation to $18.1 
million, rather than the $32.3 million 
that was requested by the Defense De
partment, and I commend the Senator 
from Missouri on that figure. The Navy 
has assured me over and over that they 
are not planning and do not expect to 
make any further requests above the $29 
million, except for about $5 million ad
ditional that will be necessary to properly 
round out this matter and provide some
thing more in the nature of adequate 
quarters, and so forth. 

We can go on to talk about what is 
going to happen with reference to the 
Soviet Navy, and all, but these are the 
fundamentals. I think that we are on the 
right track to get an agreement and then 
go on with financing these matters with 
reference to Diego Garcia. 

I support the proposal on that basis, 
Mr. President. 

The Defense Department has, from 
time to time, requested the construction 
of a support facility at Diego Garcia. 
During the past few years Congress has 
approved over $20 million in military 
construction funds for an austere com
munications facility at Diego Garcia. 

Of this year's $29 million Navy re
quest, $14.8 million was approved for 
construction of a new pier, extension of 
the existing runway from 8,000 feet to 
12,000 feet, oil storage facilities, power
plant expansion, and substation and sub
sistence building addition. The full $3.3 
million request was approved for the Air 
Force to provide additional ramp space, 
oil storage, and open munitions storage. 

The committee approval of a total of 
$18.1 million represents a 44 percent re
duction in the Defense request of $32.3 
million. The authorization of these funds 
will allow the Navy to construct a modest 
support facility for a carrier task force 
and naval air reconnaissance operations. 
The facilities are strictly logistical in na
ture, permitting limited inport upkeep 
and resupply. 

U.S. INTERESTS IN THE INDIAN OCEAN 

The United States has long had sub
stantial interests in the Indian Ocean. 

We have been dedicated to the economic 
growth and well-being of the countries 
in the area. For many years the presence 
of the U.S. Navy in the Indian Ocean has 
been a visible source of support to our 
friends there and represented a U.S. com
mitment to deter aggressive activities by 
outsiders. 

The United States also has a substan
tial interest in the petroleum resources 
of the Middle East. The increasing im
portance of energy sources to the world's 
economies and the embargo of the recent 
Middle East war have highlighted the 
value of the Middle East petroleum re
serves. These reserves constitute over 60 
percent of the world's proven crude oil 
reserves. It has been estimated that Eu
rope depends on the Middle East for 50 
percent of its oil supply; Japan depends 
on the Middle East for over 80 percent 
of its oil supply. This severe reliance of 
our allies on uninhibited access to the 
Middle East petroleum resources makes 
the support facility of Diego Garcia par
ticularly critical. 

The Arab countries themselves should 
view the expansion at Diego Garcia as a 
friendly move which could help protect 
their product--oil. Iran and Saudi Arabia 
have not objected to the proposed expan
sion. 

The demand on Middle East oil will 
continue to accelerate in the foreseeable 
future. The United States presently re
ceives about 10 percent of its oil from 
the Middle East. If the present trend in 
U.S. energy demand continues and U.S. 
oil production continues to decline as it 
has since 1970, the United States may 
well have to depend on the Middle East 
for 20 percent of its oil supply by 1985, 
or approximately 129 million barrels per 
month. 

The routes for transporting oil from 
the .Middle East will remain through the 
Indian Ocean. The opening of the Suez 
Canal will not eliminate the necessity to 
transport oil through the Indian Ocean 
since the canal cannot accommodate 
some 70 percent of the tonnage of all 
modern oil tankers. 

At the present time the U.S. Navy 
must depend on the Subic Bay as its sup
ply station for Indian Ocean operations. 
The base is over 5,000 miles from the 
Persian Gulf. To operate from such a 
distance puts a severe load on our Navy 
which has already been spread very 
thinly. 

The expansion of Diego Garcia will 
underline the U.S. interest in the peace
ful development of the Indian Ocean 
area. At the same time the expansion at 
Diego Garcia will signal the U.S. deter
mination to assure the access to and 
transporting of the crucial petroleum re
sources of the Middle East. 

SOVIET ACTIVITY 

A wealth of intelligence information 
on the Indian Ocean area was provided 
to the Armed Services Committee. As 
might be expected, intelligence estimates 
differed on the precise extent of Soviet 
military activity in the Indian Ocean 
area. There was unanimity among in
telligence estimates, however, that the 
Soviet military presence has been stead
ily increasing in the Indian Ocean area 
and will probably continue to increase. 
Without going into the technicalities of 

I 
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how to define and measure military pres
ence or military bases, it is clear that the 
Soviet Union has a significance entree 
and capability for military activity in 
the Indian Ocean. 

JUSTIFICATION FOR DIEGO GARCIA EXPANSION 

In noting the steadily increasing Soviet 
presence in the Indian Ocean, Mr. Presi
dent, I do not intend that this Soviet 
activity be the primary justification for 
expanding our support facility at Diego 
Garcia. An extended base at Diego 
Garcia is necessary to protect U.S. in
terests in the Indian Ocean. It is for our 
own needs and our own use. 

The authorization of the $18.1 million 
for the proposed facilities at Diego Gar
cia does not imply a new or expanded 
role for U.S. forces in the Indian Ocean. 
Deployment of U.S. forces will depend on 
future developments. I, for one, hope 
that the United States never needs to 
deploy substantial military forces in the 
Indian Ocean. 

The proposed facilities at Diego Gar
cia will be consistent with a low U.S. mil
itary profile in the Indian Ocean. These 
facilities will be located on a deserted 
island almost 1,000 miles from the near
est coastal country. 

The Soviet Union has its own interests 
in the Indian Ocean area. They will con
tinue to pursue these interests regard
less of what the United States does in 
the Indian Ocean area. The United 
States can have no assurance as to So
viet intentions, and should not sacrifice 
its own interests in anticipation of So
viet behavior. I would like to emphasize 
Mr. President, that there is nothing in 
the proposed expansion at Diego Garcia 
which is provocative toward the Soviet 
Union. Diego Garcia will not in any way 
be a base for U.S. strategic operations. 
Rather it is a support facility which will 
give the United States a tentative con
nection to the Indian Ocean area. 

In short, the United States has signifi
cant interests in the Indian Ocean-par
ticularly since most of the oil of the in
dustrialized free world must pass 
through this area. A small support sta
tion at Diego Garcia would facilitate ef
forts to protect U.S. interests in the In
dian Ocean. 

I thank the Senator from Missouri for 
yielding to me, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
GEE). Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in consider
ing section 612 of H.R. 16136, let me say 
from the outset that I have been vigor
ously opposed, and remain so, to any in
crease in authorized expenditures for 
expanding our present so-called limited 
communications facility on Diego Gar
cia. 

Earlier in the year, the Senate was 
asked in supplemental S. 2999 to author
ize $29 million to expand this fa~ility 
into a naval and air base. I immediately 

introduced an amendment to strike this 
item in its entirety from the bill. 

Why? Because I was convinced that 
this comparatively modest request for 
funds adumbrated a major departure 
from our established policy of a low mil
itary profile in the Indian Ocean. 

Because it was not justified by any 
proven threat from Soviet military forces 
in the area. 

Because it could lead to a costly United 
States-Soviet arms race in the Indian 
Ocean at a time when hard-pressed hu
manity is already staggering under an 
annual world bill of some $230 billion for 
military purposes. 

Because its raison d'etre appeared 
chiefly related to establishing a perma
nent U.S. military presence in the In
dian Ocean at what I believe to be an 
eventual cost of multibillions of dollars 
to the U.S. taxpayer. 

I believe these reasons are as valid now 
as they were then. 

My amendment to S. 2999 never came 
to a vote because the Armed Services 
Committee wisely decided to eliminate 
the $29 million from that supplemental 
bill and reconsider the issue in connection 
with the 1975 military construction bill 
now before us as H.R. 16136. 

Section 612 of the bill pertaining to 
Diego Garcia is represented as a compro
mise between the pro and con forces on 
the expansion issue. The original $29 
million is essentially cut in half to $14-
802,000 for naval construction, plus, how
ever, $3.3 million for work requested by 
the Air Force. 

Before these funds can be obligated, 
section 612 requires that the President 
certify that the construction is "essential 
to the national interest," with such cer
tification subject to approval by both 
Houses of Congress in a joint resolution. 

Since this legislation provides an op
portunity "for full debate on the expan
sion of Diego Garcia as a policy matter, 
and in the light of the most recent cir
cumstances," I am refraining at this time 
from introducing an amendment to strike 
the proposed $18 million for Diego Garcia 
in 16136. 

However, let me state that if the Pres
ident should certify that the expenditure 
of this sum for Diego Garcia is essential 
to the national interest, I will make every 
effort to persuade the Congress that this 
Presidential judgment is in error. 

At this point, I call attention to a 
statement in the Armed Services Com
mittee report-page 6, Diego Garcia
naval support facility-stating that the 
original $29 million "would allow the 
base at Diego Garcia to become a gen
eral support facilitiy for U.S. forces op
erating in the Indian Ocean and, in par
ticular, would have the capability to sup
port a carrier task force." 

I would like to know if the $18 million 
S. 16136 calls for is considered as the 
initial step to obtain this same objective? 
That broad question embraces specific 
subsidiary questions such as: 

Does the administration wish to estab
lish a permanent U.S. carrier task force 
in the Indian Ocean? 

If so, would not this action entail 
maintaining our aircraft carrier strength 
at 15 instead of reducing it to 12 as Con-

gress was originally told was the Penta
gon intention? 

What would be the cost of three new 
carrier task forces to replace the three 
that would otherwise be eliminated if the 
carrier strength were reduced from 15 to 
12 as originally planned? 

Would not this cost be in the $10 billion 
range-some $3 billion for each carrier 
task force? 

If this is not our costly intention, 
why are we pressing for even a limited 
expansion on Diego Garcia that is 
bound to arouse Soviet suspicions and 
antagonize our close friends in the gen
eral area-Iran, Pakistan, Australia, and 
New Zealand? 

I raise these questions now since the 
replies are very pertinent to the ulti
mate decision made to expand or not to 
expand on Diego Garcia. Under section 
612, the President can decide that the 
proposed construction is not in the na
tional interest. I believe that the facts 
and circumstances of this question give 
him every justification for concluding 
that it is not. If he does not so decide, 
then the Congress should by disapprov
ing of his certification under section 612. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the Com
mittee on Armed Services has approved 
H.R. 16136, the military construction 
authorization bill for 1975 with an 
amendment providing for congressional 
approval, by joint resolution, of further 
expansion of the Diego Garcia naval and 
air base facility in the Indian Ocean. 

As the committee correctly pointed 
out: 

By increasing logistic flexibility and ca
pability, expansion of the Diego Garcia base 
is a distinct step in facilltating U.S. opera
tions in the Indian Ocean and thus is di
rectly related to the broader policy questions 
associated with a U.S. xnilltary presence in 
the Indian Ocean. 

It has long been my own view that 
such policy questions must be resolved 
by Congress pursuant to its constitu
tional role in approving treaties. In this 
respect, there is no conflict in usage be
tween treaties and other international 
agreements, as the American Society of 
International Law recently pointed out. 
The society went on to state that: 

No international agreement which itself 
assumes significant international obligations 
or otherwise determines important policy 
ifsues should be concluded without congres
sional participation. 

Last year I introduced legislation to 
the State Department authorization bill 
requiring approval by Congress of all 
mafor military base agreements. The 
Senate approved this amendment, it was 
accepted in conference, but unfortunate
ly it was deleted on the House floor on 
a point of order. 

Again this year the Senate approved 
an amendment I introduced on this 
year's State Department authorization 
bill. It would prohibit spending to carry 
out any agreement between the United 
States and any foreign country: First, 
establishing a major military installa
tion for U.S. troops; or second, 
renewing, extending, or significantly 
altering the terms of any such agree
ment, unless Congress approves the 
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agreement by law, or, if a treaty, the enough to warrant the steps being taken. 

· Senate advises and consents. To do otherwise is to ignore the lessons 
The Senate also approved, on the same which history teaches, concerning the 

bill, an amendment I proposed requiring endless cycle of regional power conflicts, 
congressional approval of any expan- and to give up any hope of preserving a 
sion of facilities on Diego Garcia. Earlier relatively low military profile in that 
that amendment was approved unani· area, consistent with the desires of the 
mously by the Senate Foreign Relations littoral states as expressed in two U.N. 
Committee. resolutions declaring the region a "zone 

The action taken by the Senate Armed of peace." 
Services Committee is, in all essential If these reasons alone do not cast sum
respects, identipal to the language al- cient doubt on the wisdom of proceeding 
ready approved by the Senate on the with this project at this time-and I be
State Department authorization bill. It lieve they do-then the widespread dis
has my full support and, I know, it will agreement within our own government 
have the support of the Foreign Rela- about the need for this facility clearly 
tions Committee. does. 

I urge approval by the full senate of President Ford has already made his 
this most important matter. It is an im- views on Diego Garcia clear, in his press 
portant step in restoring the authority conference 2 weeks ago. He stated then 
of congress. that he was in favor of the expansion of 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this facilities on that island, and that he did 
not view this as any challenge to the 

bill, H.R. 16136, authorizes $18,200,000 Soviet Union because the Russians al
for the first increment in the construc-
tion of expanded Navy and Air Force fa- ready had "three major operating bases 

in the Indian Ocean." 
cilities on the island of Diego Garcia. The Soviet news agency Tass suggested 
Before this money is spent, however, the 
bill also provides, in section 612, for the 2 days later that perhaps the President 
President to reevaluate all the military had been "misinformed by his staff." 
and foreign policy implications involved They maintained that "there are neither 

three nor even one Soviet naval base in 
in establishing these facilities. He must the Indian Ocean." It was important, 
certify in writing that this action is es- therefore, to determine the facts. When 
sential to the national interest, and he the White House was asked to name 
must submit this certification to the these "three major operating bases," in
Congress for approval by both Houses. 
Although I remain firmly opposed to the quiries were referred to the Pentagon. 
establishment, at this time, of a logistic The Defense Department then disclosed 

that the Soviet bases the President had 
support base on Diego Garcia-without referred to were located at Berbera, 
first exploring every avenue of possible Somalia, Umm Qasr, Iraq, and Aden in 
negotiation with the Soviet Union-! Southern Yemen. 
recognize that the committee has taken It is apparent that there is some con
note of the serious long-term foreign pol- fusion within the executive branch over 
icy issues involved in this action, and de- the extent of these installations and 
ferred a final congressional decision. whether or not they should be called 

For some time I have been deeply con- bases. In his testimony last July before 
·cerned by the possible emergence of yet the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
another arms race with the Soviet Union, on the request for authorization of these 
this time in the area of the Indian Ocean. funds, Mr. William Colby, Director of the 
In March, I introduced, with Senator CIA, gave a different interpretation of 
PELL, Senate Concurrent Resolution 76, the significance of these Soviet facilities: 
asking the President to seek direct ne- Berbera: A small installation which wm 
gotiations with the Soviet Union, regard- handle two or three ships ... They have 
ing an agreement on mutual limitation been building an airstrip there for about 
of forces in the Indian Ocean. I am a year, but have not gotten very far. 
pleased that the Armed Services Com- Umm Qasr, Iraq: The so-called port is 
mittee, in its report on H.R. 16136, has about four, five or six buildings here-a place 
expressed its hope that the President will where you can anchor ... The Iraqis ap-

1 th. ·1 t pear to be a little bit restrictive as to the 
exp ore Is possibi i Y. degree to which they will allow the soviets 

Traditionally, the position of the free use of this particular port. 
United States toward the Indian Ocean Aden, southern Yemen: The Soviets have 
has been to maintain the sound policy of not used it very much. They have not done 
caution, restraint, and minimal military much more than port visits there. 
involvement. In authorizing these funds, In his testimony before the House For
we would be clearly committing ourselves eign Affairs committee, Rear Admiral 
to expanded deployments of our military Grojean, Deputy Chief of Naval Opera
forces in the Indian Ocean. We would be tions cautioned us that: 
establishing the basis for a semiperma- We have to watch the word "bases" here 
nent U.S. presence in the area. And we because the Russians do not have bases per 
would be signaling that the fledgling se. 
arms race with the Soviet Union in the 
Indian Ocean is about to become a seri
ous affair. 

Before committing ourselves to these 
actions, we should have absolute assur
ance that all possibilities had been ex
hausted of reaching a mutual agreement 
to exercise restraint, in the interests of 
both countries. At the same time, -it is 
imperative that we carefully examine 
the facts to determine whether the 
threat from Soviet presence is serious 

Similarly, an enormous array of sta
tistics have been presented to Congress 
by the Pentagon, to show that the in
creased Soviet presence is serious enough 
to warrant taking actions which have 
the effect of making our military pres
ence in the area semipermanent. We 
have seen charts showing that the num
ber of Soviet naval ship-days exceeds 
American ship-days in the Indian Ocean 
by more than 4 to 1. But a careful read-

ing of the footnotes discloses that the 
large proportion of the Soviet ship-days 
were accumulated by auxiliaries, supply 
vessels, and minesweepers used for a 
harbor clearing operations in Bangla
desh. 

Despite the appearance, according to 
some observers, of a wide disparity in 
naval deployment, the Director of the 
Politico-Military Policy Division of the 
Navy Department testified in July that: 

The U.S. presence in the past several 
months has been greater than the Soviet. 

At the same hearing, the Deputy As
sistant Secretary of Defense for Inter
national Security Affairs disclosed that, 
at that time, both the Soviet Union and 
the United States had eight combatant 
vessels operating in the area. The Soviet 
Union was deploying destroyers, cruisers, 
and escorts, while the United States was 
deploying destroyers, escorts, and the 
aircraft carrier Kitty Hawk. 

Seymour Weiss, Director of the Bureau 
of Politico-Military Affairs, Department 
of State, testified that in terms of port 
calls during 1973, the Soviet Union made 
150 visits to 9 littoral nations, while the 
U.S. Navy made 184 visits to 17 nations. 

As justification for expanding the 
Diego Garcia facility, we have also heard 
the Pentagon's judgment that the re
opening of the Suez Canal will lead to 
sharply increased Soviet naval activity in 
the Indian Ocean, because of improved 
access for Mediterranean and Black Sea 
fleets. At the same time, however, Mr. 
Colby offered the judgment of the CIA 
that the opening of the canal will "in
crease the overall flexibility of the Soviet 
Navy in the Indian Ocean, but not in it
self cause a significant increase in the 
Soviet presence." 

Because of these differences of opinion 
within the administration concerning the 
Soviet role in the Indian Ocean-present 
and future-! trust that any Presidential 
determination pursuant to section 612 
will clarify these issues, and bring the 
true facts before the Congress. We sim· 
ply must not rush unthinking into an
other arms race with the Soviet Union. 

Mr. President, over the years we have 
often seen the wisdom in many parts 
of the world of reaching back to the his
torical traditions of American military 
policy. This is a tradition of naval power, 
which has helped permit projections of 
power where essential to our security, but 
also has helped to keep us from becom
ing involved where that is not in our 
interests. Ships afloat can perform this 
dual role. If necessary, they can be in
volved. But by eschewing fixed bases in 
a far-flung zone of difficulty, they retain 
the flexibility of remaining aloof. 

I believe that expanding the facility 
at Diego Garcia would violate the sec
ond part of that important dictum. It 
would permit greater flexibility of naval 
operations, but at the price of signal
ling, in advance, that the U.S. Navy is 
involved. It will increase the chances that 
we will be drawn into local crisis and con
flict. And it will likely stimulate a re
action, both by littoral and outside naval 
powers. Far better, in my estimation, for 
us to continue operating whatever naval 
forces may be required by our national 
interest at any time, from the existing 
base at Subic Bay. In particular circwn· 

I 



30814 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 11, 197 4 
stances, this could cost more in the 
short term. But in the long term, the costs 
are likely to be far smaller, both in over
all involvement, and in the risks of un
wanted combat. 

Mr. President, for all of these reasons, 
I have grave doubk that the United 
States should proceed with expanding the 
Diego Garcia facility at this time. There
fore, I support the qualification in sec
tion 612 of this bill, and trust that the 
administration will provide us with all 
the pertinent information we must have, 
before asking the Congress to give final 
approval to this venture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to section 612 of 
the committee amendment, on the issue 
of Diego Garcia. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from Indiana <Mr. 
BAYH), the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
CHILES), the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE), and the Senator from Louisi
ana <Mr. LONG), are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas <Mr. FuLBRIGHT), the 
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. HuMPH
REY), and the Senator from Georgia <Mr. 
TALMADGE), are absent on omcial busi
ness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. 
HuMPHREY), would vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER), 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. CooK), 
the Senator from Colorado <Mr. DOMI
NICK), the Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
GoLDWATER), and the Senator from 
North Carolina <Mr. HELMS), are neces
sarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. FoNG), the Senator from 
Oregon <Mr. PAcKwooD), the Senator 
from Illinois <Mr. PERCY), and the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania <Mr. ScHWEIKER) 
are absent on omcial business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), is ab
sent due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
GOLDWATER), and the Senator from Illi
nois <Mr. PERCY), would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 83, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[No. 389 Leg.] 
YEAS-83 

Abourezk Domenlcl 
Aiken Eagleton 
Allen Eastland 
Bartlett Ervin 
Beall Fannin 
Bennett Gravel 
Bentsen Griflin 
Bible Gurney 
Biden Hansen 
Brock Hart 
Brooke Hartke 
Buckley Haskell 
Burdick Hatfield 
Byrd, Hathaway 

Harry F., Jr. Hollings 
Byrd, Robert c. Hruska 
Cannon Huddleston 
case Hughes 
Church Jackson 
Clark Javits 
Cotton Johnston 
Cranston Kennedy 
Curtis Magnuson 
Dole Mansfield 

Mathias 
McClellan 
McClure 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Met calf 
Metzenbaum 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicotr 
Roth 
Scott, Hugh 
Scott, 

William L. 

Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 

Baker 
Bayh 
Bellm on 
Chiles 
Cook 
Dominick 

Symington 
Taft 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 

Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

NAYS-0 

NOT VOTING-17 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Inouye 

Long 
Packwood 
Per~y 
Schweiker 
Talmadge 

So section 612 of the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which section 612 
was agreed to. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 16136. 

The main thrust of this bill is in the 
area of housing and other support facili
ties for military personnel. Also included 
are projects for upgrading existing med
ical facilities and for the construction of 
new facilities. 

It is my firm belief that to maintain 
a strong defense posture and to achieve 
an all-volunteer force we must supply 
adequate support facilities for our mili
tary personnel. 

I would also like to take this opportu
nity to congratulate the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) and his .col
leagues on the Armed Services Commit
tee for reporting out a bill which is sup
portive of the continuation of our defense 
posture and which is at ~he same time 
acceptable in relation to our fight against 
excessive Government expenditures and 
inflation. 

Accordingly, I intend to vote in the 
amrmative and I recommend that my 
colleagues do likewise. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
ask for third reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HATHAWAY) . The bill is open to further 
amendment to be proposed, the question 
is on agreeing to the remainder of the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute, as amended. 

The remainder of the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute, 
as amended, were agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
committee amendment, as amended, and 
third reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en
grossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read a third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? The yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH) and the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. INOUYE) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas <Mr. FuLBRIGHT), the Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), 

and the Senator from Georgia <Mr. TAL
MADGE) are absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. 
HUMPHREY) would vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER), 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. CooK), 
the Senator from Colorado <Mr. DoMI
NICK) , the Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
GOLDWATER), and the Senator from 
North Carolina <Mr. HELMS) are neces
sarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. FoNG), the Senator from 
Oregon <Mr. PACKWOOD), the Senator 
from Illinois <Mr. PERCY), and the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania <Mr. ScHWEIKER) 
are absent on omcial business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON) is absent 
due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
DoMINICK) , the Senator from Hawaii 
<Mr. FoNG), the Senator from Arizona 
<Mr. GoLDWATER), and the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. PERCY) would each vote 
"yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 82, 
nays 3, as follows: 

[No. 390 Leg.] 
YEA8--82 

Aiken Fannin 
Allen Gravel 
Bartlett Griflin 
Beall Gurney 
Bennett Hansen 
Bentsen Hart 
Bible Hartke 
Biden Haskell 
Brock Hatfield 
Brooke Hathaway 
Buckley Hollings 
Burdick Hruska 
Byrd, Huddleston 

Harry F., Jr. Jackson 
Byrd, Robert C. Javits 
Cannon Johnston 
Case Kennedy 
Chiles Long 
Church Magnuson 
Clark Mansfield 
Cotton Mathias 
Cranston McClellan 
Curtis McClure 
Dole McGee 
Domenicl McGovern 
Eagleton Mcintyre 
Eastland Metcalf 
Ervin Mondale 

NAYS-3 
Abourezk Hughes 

Montoya 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Proxmlre 
Randolph 
Riblcoff 
Roth 
Scott, Hugh 
Scott, 

William L. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Taft 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
W1lliams 
Young 

Metzenbaum 

NOT VOTING-15 
Baker Fong Inouye 
Bayh Fulbright Packwood 
Bellmon Goldwater Percy 
Cook Helms Schweiker 
Dominick Humphrey Talmadge 

So the bill (H.R. 16136) was passed. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

move to :reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist on its 
amendment to H.R. 16136 and request a 
conference with the House of Represen
tatives, and that the Chair be authorized 
to appoint the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; · and the 
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Chair appointed Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. 
STENNIS, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. ERVIN, Mr. 
CANNON, Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., Mr. 
TOWER, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr. DOMI
NICK, conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
should like to express the appreciation 
of the Military Construction Subcom
mittee and all its members for the fine 
work that has been done by Mr. Clark 
McFadden, who took the place of Mr. 
Nease, who unfortunately became ill a 
few days ago. It is only because of Mr. 
McFadden's hard work and that of other 
members of the staff that we have been 
able to present the bill today. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I should 
like to associate myself with the remarks 
of the distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee. 

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY AMEND
MENTS OF 1974 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HATHAWAY). Under the previous order, 
the Senate will now proceed to the con
sideration of S. 3934, which will be stated 
by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A bill (S. 3934} to authorize appropriations 
for the construction of certain highways in 
accordance with Title 23 of the United States 
Code and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time for 
debate on this bill is limited to 2 hours, 
to be equally divided between and con
trolled by the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
BENTSEN) and the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. STAFFORD), with 1 hour on any 
amendment, 30 minutes on an amend
ment to an amendment, and 20 minutes 
on any debatable motion or appeal. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent-and I hope it 
will be with the approval of my distin
guished senior colleague, Mr. RANDOLPH, 
and the distinguished Senator from Ver
mont (Mr. STAFFORD)-that there now be 
15 minutes, not to be charged against the 
time on the bill, to be allotted as follows: 
5 minutes to Mr. CRANSTON, 5 minutes to 
Mr. BROOKE, 5 minutes to myself. This 
allocation of time would be so that we 
could speak on a matter that is not ger
mane to the pending measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 400-SUBMIS
SION OF A RESOLUTION RELAT
ING TO THE GRANTING OF EXEC
UTIVE PARDONS 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I am 

going to submit a resolution together 
with Senator BRooKE, who is joining me 
in this matter, and I will ask that it be 
placed on the calendar. Failing in that, I 
will then ask for its immediate consider
ation. I want to make clear, however 
that we have no desire to bring the res
olution to a vote until Senators have 
had an opportunity to familiarize them
selves with it. 

I hope, Mr. President, we can work 
out an agreement, when an agreement 
becomes possible, to vote on the resolu
tion, say, Tuesday of next week. 

The resolution reads as follows: 
Whereas the United States of America is a 

nation of laws and all persons in the United 
States are subject equally to its laws and 
institutions; 

Whereas a public fully informed about 
events, situations, or ideas of public con
cern or public interest or which affect the 
public welfare is essential to the principles 
as well as the effective operation of a democ
racy; 

Whereas public confidence in and respect 
for our system of order and justice under law 
is vital to the maintenance of our free in
stitutions; 

Whereas that public confidence and respect 
depends upon the equal application of our 
laws to all persons; 

Whereas the offenses and alleged offenses 
known as "Watergate" have constituted an 
enormous breach of public trust and con
fidence on the part of officials of Govern
ment; 

Whereas a part of Watergate is its alleged 
coverup which has deprived and continues 
to deprive the American people of the full 
information they require and to which they 
are entitled in our democracy; 

Whereas "Watergate" w111 thus continue 
to pose a grave crisis for the American 
people and the Government of the United 
States untll there is a reasonable assurance 
that all of the facts related thereto have 
been publicly revealed; 

Whereas the President of the United States 
has chosen to pardon Richard M. Nixon for 
all offenses against the United States which 
he has committed or may have committed 
or participated in as President of the United 
States without a full exposition of his in
volvement in Watergate and related offenses 
or prior to the opportunity for the judicial 
process to be initiated, let alone completed, 
with respect to the guilt or innocence of the 
!ormer· President of any such offenses against 
the United States; 

Whereas various matters are currently un
der investigations or in various stages of pros
ecution by the Special Prosecutor pursuant 
to regulations of the Attorney General of the 
United States-including matters related to 
"Watergate", other alleged offenses arising 
out of the 1972 Presidential election, and 
other offenses alleged to have been com
mitted by Presidential appointees or mem
bers of the White House staff; 

Whereas public confidence in the integrity 
of the nation's system of order and justice 
under law w111 be seriously undermined if 
the investigation and prosecut~on of such 
allegJations of illegal acts by officials of Gov
ernment do not proceed in accordance with 
the orderly and normal course of the criminal 
justice system and judicial process; and 

Whereas any ·further action by the Presi
dent of the United States at. this time to 
pardon any defendant or prospective defend
ant with respect to such matters could abort 
the normal and orderly course of the crim
inal justice system and the judicial process 
and thereby destroy that public confidence 
and deprive the American people of the full 
information they require and to which they 
are entitled: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the grant of a pardon under section 2 
of Article n of the Constitution of the 
United States should not be considered un
til after the judicial process has been fully 
completed (including the exhaustion of all 
rights of appeal with respect to a criminal 
investigation and prosecution referred to or 
within the jurisdiction of the Special Prose
cutor under Attorney General's Order 517-
73 (May 25, 1973) and Attorney General's 

Order 551-73 (November 2, 1973}, 28 C.F.R. 
0.37, or with respect to other matters which 
have been or shall be assigned to him by the 
Attorney General of the United States. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the 
resolution speaks for itself. The whereas 
clauses are based on considerations of 
equal justice under law, and the public's 
right and need to know, in our demo
cratic society and its free institutions. 
The reason for our urgency stems from 
the unprecedented action by the Presi
dent in regard to the pardon of Richard 
Nixon without any significant consulta
tion with a broad spectrum of leadership 
in the Senate. 

The resolution stems, furthermore, 
from the statement yesterday by the 
White House spokesmen that the Presi
dent was considering granting a blanket 
pardon to all the Watergate defendants 
or people under the cloud of Watergate, 
and the further statement today that, 
instead, pardons are being considered on 
an individual basis. These statements 
indicate that something may happen 
rather hastily. For that reason, we feel 
it appropriate to seek action now. 

Therefore, I send this resolution to the 
desk, and I ask unanimous consent that 
it be placed on the calendar. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
object. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I did not 
hear the request. 

Mr. CRANSTON. There was an objec
tion to the resolution being placed on the 
calendar. Because of that, I asked unani
mous consent for its immediate consid
eration. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Vermont did not object. If it is 
agreeable with the Senator from Cali
fornia, he will withdraw any reservation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. STAFFORD. That it be placed on 
the calendar? 

Mr. CRANSTON. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair hears none, and the resolution will 
be placed on the calendar. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, may I be 
recognized for a moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a time limitation. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I am delighted to 
yield, if I have time. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. For the purpose of clari
fication, is it the fact that under the 
unanimous-consent request which was 
made by the Senator from California, 
the parliamentary situation is the same 
as though he had asked for immediate 
consideration and there had been ob
jection? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is essentially correct. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
should like to explain again, in case the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan 
did not hear me, that I did not want 
immediate consideration. I think that 
would be totally unfair. I hope we can 
work out an agreement for action, per
haps next Tuesday. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from California has ex
pired. 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, the reso
lution which the distinguished Senator 
from California (Mr. CRANSTON) and I 
have introduced is easy to understand. It 
has been read by the Senator from Cali
fornia. The reason for this resolution is 
that yesterday the White House informed 
us that the President was giving serious 
consideration to pardoning all the Wa
tergate defendants. 

We feel very strongly that the Con
gress has a responsibility to report to the 
President its feelings relative to a blanket 
pardon of all Watergate defendants. I 
personally feel, and I think it is implicit 
in one of the "whereas" clauses of this 
resolution, that the President made a 
serious mistake in granting a pardon to 
former President Richard Nixon without 
the full confession of Mr. Nixon of his 
involvement in Watergate and related in
cidents. But this particular resolution 
addresses itself to the other Watergate 
defendants. 

This resolution would make it the sense 
of the Senate that each defendant could 
only be considered for a pardon on an in
dividual basis, and only after the judicial 
process has been fully completed. ' 

For example, in the case of John Dean, 
he has pleaded guilty, has been sen
tenced, and is presently serving a jail 
sentence. Under this resolution, or under 
the sense of this resolution, the Pres
ident could pardon John Dean at this 
time. 

But John Ehrlichman, who has been 
tried and convicted and is on appeal in 
one case and awaits another trial in a 
second case, could not be pardoned by 
the President at this time. He would 
have to wait until his case has been fully 
completed and all appeals have been fully 
exhausted. 

We feel very strongly, Mr. President, 
that the American people are entitled to 
know the full facts of Watergate. There 
should be no coverup of the coverup. If 
there is a blanket pardon given to every
one involved in Watergate, in addition 
to the blanket pardon which h as been 
given to former President Richard Nixon, 
the facts of Watergate might never come 
to light and without the facts Congress 
would be unable to enact laws which 
would prevent future Watergates. 

I have discussed the basis for this res
olution. It is only a sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution. It has no legal effect. But 
precedents indicate that the executive 
branch of the Government does give seri
ous consideration to a sense-of-the
Senate, or a sense-of-the-Congress, res
olution. We hope and pray that, by the 
introduction of this resolution and, hope
fully, by the passage of this resolution, 
the President of the United States will 
be assisted in his deliberations and in 
his ultimate decision as to whether he 
should grant a pardon to the Watergate 
defendants. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I congratulate Mr. CRANSTON and Mr. 
BROOKE on having introduced the resolu
tion to which they have just addressed 

their remarks. I ask unanimous consent 
that my name be added as a cosponsor of 
that resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I am delighted that 
the Senator from West Virginia has 
joined us. 

Mr. HART. Will the Senator yield for 
the purpose of my asking unanimous 
consent that my name be added, also? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. CRANSTON. That is a pleasure, 

too. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the names of 
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ScHWEIKER), the Senator from New 

· York (Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS), and the Sen
ator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) be 
added as cosponsors of the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 

previous order, the Senator from West 
Virginia is recognized for 5 minutes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 401-SUBMIS
SION OF A RESOLUTION RELAT
ING TO THE GRANTS OF PRES
IDENTIAL PARDONS OF IN CON
NECTION WITH THE PRESI
DENTIAL CAMPAIGN AND ELEC
TION OF 1972 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I have a resolution which I am about to 
submit. Apparently, a situation arises 
here because I did not know until a few 
minutes ago that the two distinguished 
Senators were preparing a resolution of 
this kind, and they did not know until 
then that I was considering the matter. 

My resolution reads as follows: 
Whereas the truth with respect to criminal 

offenses committed by individuals during the 
Presidential campaign and election of 1972 
will best be made known to the American 
people through the trial of individuals ac
cused of committing such offenses; 

Whereas criminal proceedings with respect 
to individuals accused of committing offenses 
during the Presidential campaign and elec
tion of 1972 are underway in the courts of 
the United States; 

Whereas material witnesses may be expect
ed to testify with respect to such offenses 
during the course of the various criminal 
proceedings; 

Whereas a Presidential pardon to any or 
all those individuals who stand accused of 
such criminal offenses would thwart the 
judicial process; and 

Whereas a Presidential pardon for indi
viduals accused of such criminal offenses 
would effectively conceal the whole truth 
of what happened during the Presidential 
campaign and election of 1972 from the 
American people: Now, therefore, be it 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this resolution be placed on the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the resolution which I have just intro-

duced speakes for itself. I have already 
indicated publicly that I regret the 
granting of a pardon to former President 
Nixon at this time. I recognize that Pres
ident Ford has absolute authority to 
grant that pardon. I merely questioned 
the timing and the wisdom of it. I feel 
that the judicial process should have 
been permited to work its will and that, 
if, indeed, the former President had been 
indicted and if, indeed, following such an 
indictment, he had been convicted, the 
trial judge could have shown mercy based 
on the circumstances as he saw them. 

It is as repulsive to me as it would be 
to anyone else to see a former President 
of the United States in jail. But I do feel 
that the judicial process should have 
been permitted to work its will, and then, 
at the end of the line, if the President 
were to see fit to grant a pardon, I do 
not think many people would have quar
reled wtih that. 

But that is beside the point, to a con
siderable extent, insofar as this particu
lar resolution is concerned. On yesterday, 
through press reports, we were made to 
understand that consideration was being 
given at the White House-and I under
stand that such announcement had been 
authorized by President Ford-to the 
possible granting of a pardon to all of 
the persons who stand accused in con
nection with Watergate and related of
fenses. I believe that to grant a pardon 
to the former President and not grant 
it to all those who worked with him and 
who may have acted under his approval 
constitutes a double standard of justice. 
But in my judgment, even to extend a 
pardon to those persons does not remove 
the establishment of a double standard
such double standard being already a fait 
accompli by virtue of the pardoning of 
Mr. Nixon. 

Where do we stop? Even if a pardon 
were to be granted to all who stand ac
cused of crimes associated with Water
gate, the jails of this country are full 
of people who have lost their jobs, whose 
careers have been destroyed, who have 
suffered and whose families have suf
fered because of white collar crimes and 
street crimes having been committed. It 
could go on and on ad infinitum. The 
double standard has now been estab
lished beyond recall. But I say this: I 
think it would be a compounding of what 
I personally consider to have been a mis
take, to extend the Presidential pardon
to others who yet stand accused-prior 
to the time of their trials and convic
tions, if such convictions should even
tually occur. 

If, at the end of the judicial process, 
the President should want to extend the 
pardon to those persons, that would be 
a matter to be debated at a later time. 
But in this particular instance, I think it 
would absolutely foreclose the judicial 
process from working its complete will if 
pardons were now extended to any or all 
those who still stand accused. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask for 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv-
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ing the right to object, I ask that the 
time be extended for 10 minutes, and that 
I may have 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes; I thank 
the Senator, and that the time not come 
out of the time allotted to the pending 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Let me just 
complete my statement. Then I shall be 
glad to yield. 

Mr. BROOKE. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I think it 

would compound, as I say, an error that 
has already been made, but the Presi
dent has to answer for himself in that 
regard. 

I think that what the American people 
expect and what posterity is entitled to 
is that the full facts be laid upon the 
record, if they can be so laid, regarding 
any and all crimes for which various 
persons stand accused. 

The fact that the former President has 
been pardoned does not yet foreclose this 
judicial process. If the others who stand 
accused go forward yet to trial, wit
nesses will be called, and presumably in 
the course of the trials, the full facts 
would still be laid open on the record. 
This resolution does not constitute any 
interference with the Executive Branch; 
the President retains the constitutional 
power to grant pardons if he so wishes, 
and there is nothing that Congress can 
do about that whatsoever; his power is 
absolute, total, and complete, in this re
gard, and unless there is a consti
tutional amendment to modify the pres
ent pardon clause, I see nothing that 
Congress can do. 

I do think, howeve, that as the elected 
representatives of the people in this 
branch of the Congress, we ought to at 
least go on record as expressing the sense 
of the Senate and the Senate's advice 
that the President not extend pardons 
to any of those who still stand accused, 
until the judicial process has at least 
been exhausted. I am not saying any
thing about those who have already been 
convicted, because the judicial process 
has worked its will in their regard. As to 
those who have not been acquitted or 
convicted, in my judgment, the judicial 
process should be allowed to work to its 
conclusion, and it is for that purpose 
that I submit this resolution today. 

I now yield to the able Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the distin
guished Senator. First, I ask unanimous 
consent that I be added as a cosponsor 
of the Senator's resolution. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I make 
the same request. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I think 
it should be made clear, and I think 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia has attempted to do this, that 
both the resolution offered by the Sen
ator from California (Mr. CRANSTON) and 
myself, and the resolution offered by the 
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Senator from West Virginia, do not urge 
that there be an effort to take away the 
President's pardoning power. Nor do they 
urge the President not to use his pardon
ing power. The resolutions only urge the 
President to use the pardoning power, if 
he deems it proper, after the judicial 
process has run its course. 

We suggest this, and we do not do any
thing more than suggest this to the Pres
ident, because we feel that it is of para
mount importance that the American 
people finally learn all the facts about 
Watergate and related matters. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
how much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 1 minute. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I reserve that 
1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, at the 
outset I ask unanimous consent that a 
statement by the President of the United 
States, which was released this morning 
at the White House be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
September 11, 1974. 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

The announcement yesterday by Mr. Hu
shen concerning study of the entire matter 
of Presidential clemency and pardons was 
prompted by inquiries to the White House 
Press Office concerning Mrs. John Dean's 
reported statement in reference to pardon
ing of her husband and similar public state
meuts on behalf of others. 

Such a study is, of course, made for any 
request concerning pardon of an individual. 

However, no inference should be drawn 
as to the outcome of such study in any case. 
Nor is my pardon of the former President, 
under the unique circumstances stated by 
me in granting it, related to any other case 
which is or may be under study. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, with all 
due respect and deference, I would sug
gest that the discussion I have listened 
to would have been more appropriate, 
perhaps, on yesterday afternoon, when 
the junior Senator from Michigan, along 
with others, was surprised and shocked 
by press reports that President Ford was 
considering the possibility of a blanket 
pardon for all the Watergate defendants. 

However, today it is very clear to me, 
and to others who attended a meeting 
with the President this morning at the 
White House, that no consideration is 
or has been given to a blanket pardon 
for all Watergate defendants. That un
fortunate interpretation, which emerged 
yesterday from a White House press 
briefing, is attributable-as I under
stand-to a reply given to questions 
prompted by Mrs. Dean's statement in
dicating she felt her husband, John 
Dean, should be pardoned. 

I might say in passing that the judicial 
process in the case of John Dean had 
run its course. As the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. HuGH ScoTT) said 
when he talked with the press after the 
meeting with the President this morn
ing-the response given was intended to 
indicate that a request which goes to the 

President of that nature would not be 
thrown in the wastebasket. I do not think 
anyone would expect him to do that; 
and, of course, such a request would be 
studied. 

Now, to say that it would be studied 
does not indicate or justify an inference 
that, therefore, a pardon would be 
granted. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a point of clarifi
cation? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. And the statement re
leased by the President this morning in
dicates that such a study, of course, 
would be made concerning any request 
of any individual. 

If there were grounds yesterday for 
misunderstanding the intention, I would 
hope that the whole matter was cleared 
up this morning. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I think the matter 

is clearer. I am delighted that the Presi
dent made the clarification that he made 
today. 

However, the concern that Senator 
BROOKE, Senator BYRD, and I share is not 
really concerning a blanket pardon. We 
are concerned that no individual should 
be pardoned until that individual's case 
has run the full judicial course to what
ever the end might be, so that the facts 
may be laid out and we will not have 
what might be called a prepardon. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes, I appreciate that. 
As long as this explanation is in the 
record, there is certainly nothing wrong 
or inappropriate about any Senator of
fering a sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
on this subject. Indeed, I may even end 
up voting for such a resolution. There 
may be a great deal of merit to such a 
move. But I believed it was important 
to put the developments of yesterday 
and this morning in perspective. I think 
events this morning do throw an entirely 
different light on the picture. 

Mr. CRANSTON. If the Senator will 
again yield, I think it is very important 
that he did clarify that matter. I am de
lighted that he did so, and I hope very 
much that he will support the resolu
tion. I am delighted that he thinks he 
might. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virgin~a has 1 minute 
remaining. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
just for the record let me say that I was 
not present at the meeting this morning 
to which the able Senator from Michi
gan referred. I was not expected to be 
at that meeting, and I am not complain
ing about that, but for the record I was 
not there, so I do not know what clari
fication of yesterday's events was ex
pressed there, but I do appreciate the 
statement that has now been made by the 
distinguished assistant Republican 
leader. 

APPOINTMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 
PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore of the Senate, appoints the 
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Senator from Iowa <Mr. CLARK) to at
tend the United Nations World Food 
Conference, to be held in Rome, Italy, 
November 5-16, 1974. 

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY AMEND
MENTS OF 1974 

The Senate continued with the consid
eration of the bill (S. 3934) to authorize 
appropriations for the construction of 
certain highway in accordance with ti
tle 23 of the United States Code, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that during consid
eration of and voting on S. 3934 the fol
lowing staff members of the Committee 
on Public Works be granted the privilege 
of the fioor: 

M. Barry Meyer, Philip T. Cum
mings, Leon Billings, Ronald Katz, 
George N. Fenton, Jr., Richard M. Har· 
ris, Bailey Guard, Katherine Cudlipp, 
Harold Brayman, Richard Herod, Jac
queline Schafer, Richard Kait, Steve 
Swain, Vic Maerki of Senator Stafford's 
staff and for the Commerce Committee, 
Lynn Sutcliffe, Ed Cohen, and Ed 
Mer lis. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may need. 

Last year, Congress passed · a land
mark Federal Aid Highway Act, a meas
ure that, for the first time, allowed the 
highway trust fund to be used for 
transit purposes and substantially in
creased authorizations for various Fed
eral aid highway programs. 

Following the passage of last year's 
bill, the Subcommittee on Transporta
tion did not anticipate action this year 
on another highway measure. However, 
some unfinished matters remained from 
last year and the energy crisis which 
hit us last winter gave new impetus to 
the need for highway, related legislation. 

The measure which the committee 
has reported to the Senate is not a com
prehensive one. The committee recog
nizes that new and broader legislation 
will have to be considered next year as 
authorizations for the Federal Highway 
Act of 1973 near the expiration period. 
Therefore there are no provisions in this 
act extending authorizations beyond fis
cal 1976. 

However, there are sections of the b111 
directed specifically at our energy prob
lems and other provisions intended to 
fill in gaps in the 1973 act. 

The committee decided to make per
manent the 55-mile-per-hour speed limit 
which is due to expire on June 30 of next 
year. The Federal Energy Administra
tion has estimated that despite the 
tendency of drivers to allow their speeds 
to rise above the national limit we are 
still experiencing a 200,000 barrel a day 
savings in crude oil and a considerable 
saving of lives on our highways. Indi
cations are also that the 55-mile-per
hour limit is popular with the public with 
some 72 percent of the people in the June 
Gallup poll expressing a favorable view 
of it. 

Another energy matter, the committee 
approved a modest increase in permis-

sible truck weights on the Interstate Sys
tem. Present law restricts single axle 
weights on interstates to 18,000 pounds, 
double axle weights to 32,000 pounds, 
and overall gross weight of 73,280 
pounds. These aliowable weights date 
back to the 1956 Highway Act, which es
tablished the weight limitations to pro
tect the heavy Federal investment in 
the Interstate System. A study was or
dered in the 1956 act which later re
sulted in a series of road tests and a rec
ommendation by the Department of 
Commerce that axle weights be allowed 
to increase to the levels in the committee 
bill and that a bridge formula be in
cluded in law which would relate the 
weight of the vehicle to the distance be
tween axles and the number of axles. 

These suggestions were made in 1964, 
yet the old weights stm remain in law. 
The committee debated this question at 
some length after hearing many wit
nesses and determined to allow modest 
permissive increases in truck weights, but 
to leave the question of truck lengths 
free of Federal regulation and to leave 
the allowable widths of trucks at 96 
inches. 

Questions of safety and economics 
were considered, as was the fact that 
the modest increases in the committee 
bill already exist in approximately half 
of the States of the Union, as a result 
of a grandfather clause in the 1956 bill 
which allowed States permitting heavier 
weights at that time to maintain those 
weights. 

Other major provisions in the bill in
clude an extension through fiscal 1976 
of the · Highway Beautification Act with 
several strengthening amendments de
signed to encourage alternatives to bill
boards along our major highways. The 
beautification program, after a shaky 
start, is now on firm ground, with all 
50 States in compliance. Over 225,000 
signs have been removed, and several 
States have taken advantage of provi
sions in the act to allow improved infor
mation services in the form of official 
State "logo" signs, better services at rest 
areas, and sign plazas. The committee 
bill increases the authorizations for the 
program and allows Federal participa
tion, for the first time, in the establish
ment of information centers at safety 
rest areas and travel information sys
tems within the rights of way of inter
state and primary highways. 

The committee bill also contains a pro
vision allowing for a new administrative 
procedure by which highway construc
tion contractors can apply to the Secre
tary of Transportation for the termina
tion of Federal highway contracts. This 
could be accomplished only on contracts 
entered into before November 1, 1973 and 
only when the contractors anticipated 
supplier is incapable of delivering essen-, 
tial highway materials at any price. 

Other provisions would increase au
thorizations for the rural bus demon
stration program, approved by Congress 
last year and would allow the funds in 
the program to be used for operating 
subsidies. The committee regards this 
program, initiated by its distinguished 
chairman, Senator RANDOLPH, as the 
forerunner of a more ambitious program 

to meet the urgent needs of rural 
transportation. 

Two sections relating to bridge re
placement are included in the bill. One 
increases the authorization for the ge
neric bridge replacement program. Tes
timony has revealed that the program, at 
its present level of funding, would take 
more than 160 years to replace the dan
gerous bridges that presently require 
their repair and replacement. The sec
ond provision authorizes some $116 mil
lion for the replacement of some severely 
deteriorating bridges on the overseas 
highway to Key West, Fla. This highway 
is a vital defense link, and the bridges 
deteriorated markedly during the period 
of the Cuban missile crisis, when large 
loads of heavy equipment were trans
ported to the South. 

The committee took action to allow all 
parkways, not just those on Federal aid 
systems, to be financed from the High
way Trust Fund. The committee believes 
that the national character of these 
roads make it logical to finance them 
from the trust fund, and it reiterates 
this provision, which the Senate ap
proved last year. 
· An additional $25 million is authorized 

for the Indian reservation roads and 
trails program and the bill allows these 
funds to be used on Federal aid highways 
leading to Indian reservations. 

To improve transportation facilities 
for the elderly and the handicapped, the 
committee adopted a provision requiring 
that in the future planning construction, 
and operation of transit systems, there 
must be assurances from grant recipi
ents that the transit facilities can beef
fectively utilized by elderly and handi
capped persons. This provision applies to 
the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973 and 
is prospective only. 

Other sections of the bill authorize the 
Alaska ferry to stop in Canada, provide 
some $20 million for bikeways in urba
nized areas, allow some modifications in 
the rail highway grade crossing demon
stration project in the Northeast Cor
ridor, create a new program for access 
roads to Federal reservoirs, and extend 
the carpool demonstration program for 
1 year with a $15 million authorization. 

I want to express my personal appre
ciation to the members of the Transpor
tation Subcommittee and the full Public 
Works Committee for their work on this 
important measure. Our chairman, Sena
tor RANDOLPH, made significant contribu
tions to this bill and diligently attended 
most of the hearings and the mark-up 
sessions, giving the committee the benefit 
of his extensive knowledge of highway 
legislation. Senator STAFFORD of Vermont, 
the ranking minority member of the sub
committee, chaired subcommittee ses
sions when I was unable to attend and 
gave the committee wise counsel during 
executive sessions. My thanks also go to 
other members of the Transportation 
Subcommittee for their contributions
Senators MUSKIE, MONTOYA, GRAVEL, 
BURDICK, WILLIAM L. SCOTT, and DOME
NICI. 

The staff of the Public Works Commit
tee did their usual effective job counsel
ing the members and assembling the 
necessary background information. I 
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would like to pay tribute to Barry Meyer, 
Bailey Guard, Leon Billings, Phil Cum
mings, John Yago, Richard Harris, Hal 
Brayman, Kathy Cudlipp, Ron Katz, 
Clark Norton, Ric Fenton, and Jackie 
Schaefer. 

Mr. President, I believe we · have a 
realistic piece of legislation before us, 
which reflects the careful consideration 
of the Public Works Committee. I urge 
the Senate to act expeditiously and 
favorably on it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. BENTSEN. I am delighted to yield 

to the Senator from Florida. 
Mr. CHILES. I commend the distin

guished chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Transportation and the ranking mi
nority member <Mr. STAFFORD) for the 
work they have done on this bill. I also 
want to especially thank Senator 
RANDOLPH for his cooperation and assist
ance, and to the staff especially, in rec
ognizing for Florida the problem of the 
Key Bridge, better known as the Over
seas Highway. 

If it were not for the leadership, my 
State would be faced at this time with an 
impossible replacement problem with no 
real resources, or not enough resources, 
to meet that need. 

As the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) is painfully a ware, the 
collapse of the Silver Bridge at Point 
Pleasant, W. Va., in December 1967 
brought to the forefront this Nation's 
critical problem in the area of bridge in
spection and repair. In an effort to elim
inate any similar recurrences, the 
State of Florida has undertaken a major 
bridge inspection program which has 
brought to light the very severe problem 
which currently :aces the State with the 
the Florida Keys bridges. 

The Florida Department of Transpor
tation, after several months of investiga
tion, has found that rapid and acceler
ated rate of deterioration has created a 
need to replace 37 of the 44 bridges which 
make up U.S. Highway No. 1, the Over
seas Highway, in the Florida Keys. As a 
result, this tremendous need which rep
resents in excess of $155 million, and 
due to the shortage of funds which Con
gress currently authorizes in the Special 
Bridge Replacement program, a special 
authorization has been requested in sec
tion 119 to provide Federal share of 75 
percent in replacing these 37 bridges. 

The importance of these bridges can 
only be measured from the daily role they 
play providing access to the people who 
live in the Keys, and to the military in
stallations which are found in the Key 
West area. U.S. Highway No. 1 provides 
the only land access, for the approxi
mately 55,000 permanent residents and 
the 12,000 part-time residents or visitors 
from the continental United States to 
the Florida Keys chain. 

While the naval air station at Boca 
Chica is not, of course, dependent solely 
on the highway for supply of goods. U.S. 
Highway No. 1 is the only source of local 
traffic movement. It provides ground ac
cess to the mllitary and civilian person
nel as they go from their jobs to the 

naval air station, which would be se
verely impaired if the bridges cannot 
be maintained. Recently the Commander 
in Chief of the U.S. Atlantic Fleet re
ferred to these installations as "a vital 
interest in insuring that our Navy's abil
ity to train personnel and to operate air
craft from the naval air station is pre
served. Key West offers one of the very 
few areas within the continental United 
States which combine excellent weather, 
unencumbered airspace and base capac
ity. In these features, NAS Key West is 
unique on the east coast and preserva
tion of unimpaired air operations from 
this station is considered essential to the 
readiness of Atlantic Fleet Aviation 
squadrons., 

This lifetime is especially important 
during hurricane season for evacuation of 
people and to move in civil defense and 
emergency services and equipment. The 
stresses of either hurricane or evacua
tion would be extremely severe on the al
ready hazardous bridges. Without re
placement as soon as possible, a hurri
cane could turn the bridge conditions 
from severe economic problem to a hu
man nightmare in a few hours. 

Bridges of U.S. Highway No. 1 are most 
important indirectly in that they carry 
Florida Keys' only water supply between 
the mainland and the islands. Three
fourths of all fresh water in the Keys is 
carried from the mainland in a 18-inch 
diameter 140-mile-long aqueduct which 
is dependent at every water crossing on 
the bridges. Potable water in the Keys 
has always been both costly and in short 
supply. At a $2.50 per 1,000 gallon cost, 
water represents an unprecedented high 
portion of the cost of living in the Florida 
Keys. 

The economy of the Keys is almost 
totally dependent on commercial fishing, 
the naval air station, and retirement and 
second home development. All of these 
activities are extremely transportation 
dependent and virtually all transporta
tion in the Keys is dependent on U.S. 
Highway No. 1. The only major excep
tions being bulk fuel, brought in by barge 
or tanker, and the two small commercial 
airlines. 

The commercial fishing industry in 
Key West accounts for 25 percent of the 
value of all fish landed in Florida, and a 
significant portion of the Keys' economy 
is dependent on the highway for both the 
transportation of the catch to markets 
and processing plants all over the coun
try, and for the transport of necessary 
supplies and parts. Small, but growing 
mariculture operations are similarly 
situated. While over water transport is 
available to these industries, speed is the 
most essential factor in seafood trans
portation, and U.S. Highway No. 1 is the 
only available route. 

The present condition of the Florida 
Keys' bridges constitutes an increasing 
threat to lives and property of those who 
must use the Overseas Highway. Al
though severe measures have been taken 
by the State to avoid a tragedy, it may be 
only a matter of time before an incident, 
such as that which occurred in West Vir
ginia, occurs to focus national attention 
on this urgent problem. Safety alone 

dictates that corrective measures be 
taken rather quickly. Commonsense sug
gests that there is no other alternative. 

In an effort to insure the long life of 
the Florida Keys bridges, the State on 
April18 sharply reduced weight limits for 
all 44 bridges from 72,000 pounds to 
50,000 pounds. The Florida Highway Pa
trol officials have cooperated fully in en
forcing the new weight limitations on a 
24-hour daily, 7-day per week basis. 

In adopting these strict weight reduc
tions and enforcement measures, the 
Florida Department of Transportation 
Secretary Revell indicated "we realize 
the potential economic impact which this 
measure may have on Key West and 
other residential areas. It is unfortunate 
that such action must be taken when only 
one route provides access to an area; 
however, we must protect that one 
route." 

Through the efforts of Governor Reu
bin Askew, the State has also made avail
able from its general funds $10.8 million 
to assist in providing the necessary main
tenance to shore up these facilities during 
the time which will be required prior to 
their being replaced. 

While the State is taking every action 
that is currently available to it in re
sponding to this severe problem, it is 
doing so without understanding that the 
severity of this situation is such that to 
effectively and efficiently meet the finan
cial need of replacing the 3 7 bridges in 
the Florida Keys that special assistance 
will have to be forthcoming from the 
Federal Government. Under the existing 
special bridge replacement program 
which provides only $75 million for fiscal 
years 1974, 1975 and 1976, the State's 
share would be so minute that it could 
not in any way meet this huge financial 
burden. 

I especially thank the Senator for his 
assistance. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Florida for his ar
ticulation of the concern of the people of 
Florida. 

That buttressed by my own personal 
visit to see some of these, carried a lot of 
weight and was most helpful in our 
arriving at a decision. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Public Works is reporting 
a highway bill which I believe, in large 
part, responsibly deals with issues which 
have arisen since passage of the land
mark Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. 
The bill before us is not intended to be 
a comprehensive measure. Members of 
the committee recognize that there are 
major questions which must soon be ad
dressed: The future of the highway trust 
fund, the structure of assistance pro
grams for rural and urban transporta
tion, the level of funding for fiscal 1977 
and beyond, the means to expedite com
pletion of the Interstate System. These 
are questions which we believe should be 
resolved next year, when we have had 
time to assess changes brought about by 
the 1973 act and are closer in time to the 
period for which new funds must be 
authorized. 

I wish to call attention to and indicate 
my firm support for the committee's po-
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sition against increasing Federal-aid 
authorizations for the period already 
covered by the 1973 act. Economic condi
tions at this time are such that restraint 
in authorizing new Government spend
ing is a necessity. I believe the commit
tee has acted responsibly in recognizing 
that the national interest in a stabilized 
economy must be put before the call to 
compensate for unusually large increases 
in highway construction costs. 

My able colleague from Texas, the 
chairman of the Transportation Sub
committee (Mr. BENTSEN), has done an 
admirable job of summing up provisions 
in the bill. I do not propose to repeat 
his explanations. Rather, I would like to 
comment briefly on those measures which 
I believe merit special mention. A little 
later I shall move to strike one section 
of the committee bill dealing with vehi
cle weight increases and will address that 
issue at that time. 

As a Senator from a predominantly 
rural State, I welcome the committee's 
action in modifying and adopting the 
administration's proposal for increased 
funding and flexibility in the use of 
funds for the rural transportation bus 
demonstration program. The chairman 
of the full committee, Senator RAN
DOLPH, has been the driving force behind 
the creation of this program and its 
expansion, and is to be applauded f0r 
his imaginative response to transporta
tion needs in rural areas. The commit
tee's amendment, by allowing the 
demonstration funds to be used for 
operating expenses, makes more likely 
the success of a program designed to 
find ways to provide adequate transpor
tation to residents of rural areas. 

Another provision in which the Sena
tor from West Virginia and I have a 
special interest, as chairman and rank
ing minority members, respectively, 
of the Subcommittee on the Handi
capped, is that section which requires 
that all mass transit facilities and 
equipment in which Federal-aid high
way funds part icipate must be accessible 
to the elderly and handicapped, includ
ing persons in wheelchairs. The pro
vision in the committee bill reiterates 
and clarifies a similar requirement in
cluded in the 1973 Highway Act. 

I do want to point out, however, that 
this provision alone will not insure that 
the bulk of federally funded mass 
transportation projects will be accessible 
to the handicapped. By far, the great 
majority of such projects are funded 
under the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, as amended, not under mass 
transit provision of title 23 , United States 
Code. 

The Public Works Committee in 
adopting this provision expressed its 
hope that the Committee on Banking 
and Urban Affairs, which has jurisdic
tion over the UMTA program, would 
take early action to include identical 
requirements for that program. Without 
such parity between the two programs, 
use of urban highway funds for mass 
transit may well be discouraged while 
the needs of the elderly and handicapped 
go unmet. 

One of the major sections in this bill 
is that dealing with highway beautifica-

tion. The Senator from Texas has al
ready pointed out the accelerated rate 
of progress now being made in removing 
billboards and the need to insure that 
this momentum is not lost. The commit
tee's bill extends control of billboards to 
those legible from the main traveled way, 
that is, to those the message of which
whether pictorial or written-is per
ceptible to a traveler on an interstate or 
primary highway. 

There was some fear that language re
quiring removal of signs which are "vis
ible" from the main traveled way could 
lead to control over billboards which were 
directed to travelers on a secondary road 
but the structures of which were inci
dentally visible to travelers on the pri
mary or Interstate route. This was not 
the intent of the provision, so the word 
"legible" was substituted for "visible" to 
make clear that Federal control extends 
only to those signs the messages of which 
reach motorists on the controlled road
way. Any State, of course, may impose 
more stringent or extensive controls. 

Also in regard to highway beautifica
tion, the committee wisely rejected a pro
posal to require that certain signs could 
not be required to come down until anal
ternative system of information had been 
provided. Such a provision, we were in
formed by the Department of Transpor
tation, could effectively halt the billboard 
removal program in the States. The 
committee recognizes that traveler.:; do 
have a need for certain types of informa
tion and has included an amendment to 
existing law, proposed by the junior 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DoMEN
rcr), to permit Federal funds to partic
ipate in the cost of developing and pro
viding alternative information systems 
such as information plazas or informa
tion centers at rest areas. 

The committee has included a bill in
troduced by the senior Senator from il
linois <Mr. PERCY), and cosponsored by 
Senator RANDOLPH and myself to make 
permanent the 55 miles per hour limit. 
Total reduction in traffic fatalities for the 
first 6 months of 1974 measured against 
the same period in 1973, is estimated at 
6,000, with lower speeds believed to be 
largely responsible for the decrease. 

That is, there are 6,000 more people 
alive than we believed would be alive 
today and we kept the 1973 speed limits, 
with the lower speed limits believed to 
be largely responsible for the decrease in 
fatalities. 

These figures alone would justify a 
permanent 55-mile-per-hour speed limit, 
but as others have pointed out, signif
icant fuel savings are realized when a 55-
mile-per-hour limit is observed. It is im
portant to point out that the committee 
considered whether or not it should in
clude some measure to encourage States 
to enforce the speed limit, particularly 
to enforce it uniformly with respect to 
all vehicles, trucks as well as automo
biles. Members have heard from con
stituents and have ourselves observed 
that not all drivers observe the posted 
limits. At this time the committee felt 
it best to urge States, through report lan
guage only, to make every reasonable 
effort to enforce legal speed limits. Per
sistent disregard of such limits by driv-

ers and lax State enforcement could, 
however, cause reconsideration of Fed
eral action. 

There are two sections of the bill which 
deal with bridge replacement: One au
thorizes $116,250,000, the 75 percent 
Federal share of an estimated $155,000,-
000 needed to replace or reconstruct 37 
dangerously deteriorated bridges provid
ing the only highway access to the Flor
ida Keys; the other measure increases 
funds for the national bridge replace
ment program. 

I will not repeat figures showing the 
extensive and immediate need for bridge 
replacements across the country; the 
committee report contains these figures. 
I do want to note, however, that the 
committee acted upon the Florida situ
ation separately because of the unique 
character of the need there: Its magni
tude and the geographical setting. The 
committee did not intend its authoriza
tion for the Florida project as a prece
dent for further specific authorizations 
for individual bridge projects. 

The bridge replacement program cre
ated in 1970 was designed to permit the 
Secretary to review State bridge surveys 
and to allocate Federal funds on a na
tional priority basis, replacing or re
constructing first those structures which 
pose the greatest potential hazard or 
disruption. The Secretary is not con
strained by a statutory distributions 
formula because Congress recognized 
that priority bridge replacement needs 
are probably not evenly distributed 
among the States. Given this flexibility, 
there is no need for separate authoriza
tions for specific projects. 

Finally, I want to mention a provi
sion which the committee hopes will ex
pedite removal of railroad-highway 
grade crossings along the highspeed 
Northeast rail corridor. The provision 
modifies the cost-sharing formula for 
these projects, removing the required 10 
percent contribution from the railroads 
and providing a uniform 90 percent Fed
eral, 10 percent State share for all public 
road crossings. This change was recom
mended by the administration because 
the railroads! inability to provide their 
share of the required funds has caused 
extensive delays in the program. Because 
highway as well as rail travel will benefit 
from these projects and because States 
have the major responsibility for, and 
receive major benefits from their road 
systems, it was felt desirable that the 
States making up the Northeast corridor 
contribute toward enhancing road and 
rail safety and efficiency along this cor
ridor. 

Mr. President, I will close my remarks 
by repeating that I believe the bill be
fore us is, in most respects, a modest and 
desirable package. Extensive hearings on 
all major issues provided a sound basis 
for the committee's deliberations and de
cisions. I wish particularly to pay tribute 
to the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Transportation, Mr. BENTSEN, for his 
leadership, interest, and diligence in 
shaping this bill and laying a foundation 
for future legislation; to the chairman 
of the full committee, Mr. RANDOLPH, 
whose initiatives I have already men
tioned and whose leadership is so con-
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structive; to the ranking Republican, Mr. 
BAKER, whose creative ideas and reasoned 
judgments were vital to this bill's de
velopment; and to the junior Senator 
from New Mexico <Mr. DoMENICI) whose 
participation and perceptive questions 
during hearings and contributions in 
both the subcommittee and full commit
tee helped produce what I believe is a 
bill responsive to current needs. 

Of course, I am also grateful to the 
other Members of the subcommittee and 
the full committee and the staff of the 
committee on both sides of the aisle who 
participated in the work of preparing 
this bill. 

At this time, Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from West Vir
ginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may desire. 

Mr. President, it is important that the 
Federal Foreign Aid Highway Act 
Amendments of 1974 be enacted into law 
if we are to continue our constructive 
roadbuilding program. In the context of 
the further development of our highway 
programs, this measure brought here this 
afternoon, as Senator BENTSEN and Sen· 
ator STAFFORD has indicated, involves 
certain unique approaches which are very 
worthwhile. This measure is being devel
oped, and has been developed to this 
point, during a year in which major fi
nancial authorizations were not expiring 
and, therefore, it was not necessary to 
have congressional attention to that as
pect of the program. 

We have, instead, utilized this oppor
tunity, Mr. President, to make adjust
ments in ·various features of our Federal 
aid program, a program including, of 
course, the very important concepts of 
beautification. The bill could, I think, 
be called a fine tuning effort for our ma
jor highway measure which became law 
in 1973. In the 94th Congress, after we 
have completed this measure built upon 
the comprehensive measure of last year, 
we are naturally going to turn our atten
tion to examining the further needs of 
the full Federal aid program against the 
background of the 2 years of experience 
under the 1973 act. 
-Without the necessity to consider full 
financing in our highway program, we 
have been able, as the Senator from Ver
mont knows, to bringS. 3934 to this body 
so that we might properly focus on sev
eral problems that have ari~e·:1 during 
the past year. The past 12 months have 
been unique in at least two respects: 
A rapidly accelerating inflation rate and 
a changing energy supply situation. 
These factors, very properly, have forced 
a reexamination of many facets not only 
of roadbuilding but also of every aspect 
and every sector of our national life. 
This bill, then, responds to situation that 
demand the immediate attention of the 
93d Congress before this session closes. 

I am very appreciative of the leader
ship of Senator LLOYD BENTSEN, the 
chairman of our Subcommittee on 
Transportation, in the drafting of this 
legis~ation. Early in the year he began a 
series of hearings that produced consid-

erable information of value to the com
mittee. Senator STAFFORD, the ranking 
minority member of the Subcommittee 
on Transportation, made important con
tributions, as did the other members, 
Senator MONTOYA, Senator GRAVEL, Sen
ator MUSKIE, Senator BURDICK, Senator 
BUCKLEY, Senator WILLIAM L. SCOTT, and 
Senator DOMENICI. 

When considered by the full commit
tee, we benefited from the concerned in
volvement of Senator BAKER, the rank
ing Republican, and the active partici
pation of Senator ~LARK, Senator BIDEN, 
and Senator McCLURE. 

Mr. President, there are several impor
tant features of this bill. I believe, how
ever, that there is none of greater long
term value than that establishing the 
uniform 55-mile-per-hour speed limit 
as a permanent feature. 

When the national speed limit was en
acted last winter it was viewed as an 
emergency measure brought on by the 
shortage of fuel in the wake of the Arab 
oil embargo. This act-Public Law 93-
239-was one of the first responses to the 
energy crisis to be enacted by the Con
gress. 

The results have been apparent and 
they have been substantial. After many 
years of often frustrating highway safety 
programs, the rate of death and injury 
have declined dramatically. It is impor
tant to realize that they have remained 
low despite a gradual return of vehicle 
usage to near levels of a year ago. For 
the first 7 months of this year, high
way fatalities are 6,800 below those of 
1973. 

The same observation also is true of 
the savings in gasoline. The Federal En
ergy Administrator, John C. Sawhill, re
cently reported to the Committee on Pub
lic Works that the 55-mile-per-hour 
speed limit results in a savings of 5 mil
lion gallons of gasoline every day by cars 
alone. If applied to all vehicles-cars, 
trucks, and buses-the total potential 
savings amount to over 3 billion gallons 
a year. This is a significant contribution 
to the national goal of sustained energy 
conservation. 

The committee felt the evidence was 
overwhelming after only 7 months that 
the uniform maximum speed limit should 
be made permanent. 

Mr. President, I harbor no illusions 
that the new speed limit is uniformly 
popular. Neither am I unaware that it is 
violated with some regularity, particu
larly now that there are adequate gaso
line supplies for the time being. 

Last winter, when this matter was first 
under consideration, there were sugges
tions that a two-speed limit be en
acted; one speed for cars and another 
higher speed for trucks. The committee 
rejected this approach and settled on a 
uniform 55-mile-per-hour limit for all 
vehicles. This is the only fair way. 

In reviewing the experience of 7 
months under the uniform speed limit, 
the committee became convinced that 
strict enforcement is essential. If we are 
truly committed to bringing energy con
sumption under control and if we are 
serious about reducing highway death 
and injury, the National maximum speed 
limit must apply to everyone equally. 

That is why the committee report on this 
bill emphasizes the necessity of effective 
enforcement. 

Mr. President, there is one other point 
that I hope will be made by the enact
ment of the permanent speed limit of 55 
miles per hour. 

By this action we can send a strong 
and unmistakable signal to Detroit that 
the days of the big gas-guzzlers should be 
numbered. Simple economics as well as 
the need to reduce automobile pollution 
seem to me to mandate an emphasis on 
smaller cars. A 55-mile-per-hour speed 
limit underscores this need by making 
unnecessary machines that will cruise at 
75, imposing a threat to life, the environ
ment and stable energy supplies. 

I have dealt with the statistics which 
prove the wisdom of continuing the uni
form speed limit. There is another, less 
tangible reason of which every American 
who has slowed his driving should be 
aware. 

Slower driving is less tense driving. 
By lifting the foot on the gas pedal we 
lift some of the tensions that fill our 
everyday lives. Americans have become 
obsessed with speed to the extent that we 
cannot fully enjoy this beautiful land in 
which we live. Lower speed limits return 
to us the opporturuty to once again enjoy 
our 0ountry and to arrive at our destina
tions less exhaustf!d from the strain or 
trying to survive in high-speed traffic. 
This alone, in my mind, would justify 
55-mile-per-hour speed limits. 

Mr. President, this bill also refines and 
extends the program to make our road
ways more pleasant to see. The highway 
beautification program, since its incep
tion in 1965, has been controversial, 
especially that portion which seeks to 
control outdoor advertising. It was, in 
fact, dispute over how to achieve this 
goal in an equitable manner that kept us 
from enacting beautification legislation 
last year. 
-It has now reached the point where 

legislation to continue the program must 
be passed. For more than a year there 
have been no new fiscal authorizations 
for highway beautification. The program 
has existed on unspent funds from pre
vious years, but this is no proper way 
for an activity to function that has as 
its mission the visual enhancement of 
our highways. 

The control of outdoor advertising is a 
key feature of the beautification pro
gram. One of our greatest difficulties has 
been devising a way to restrict the num
ber of billboards along our roadways 
while assuring that the traveling public 
receives the information it needs. At the 
same time, we have not sought to work 
hardship on any portion of the economy. 
Outdoor advertising is a legitimate busi
ness, and those who depend on it for a 
livelihood should not be made to suffer 
because of the prohibition of certain 
kinds of signs. 

As with anything else created by the 
mind of man, some types of advertising 
has considerable artistic merit. There 
are others that have been in use so long 
that they are virtually a permanent part 
of the American roadside scene. By lon
gevity and acceptance, they have become 
a part of our country's folk heritage. I 
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am thinking particularly of signs paint
ed on the sides of barns and some of 
those that are particularly suited to be 
placed on rocks. 

It has never been the intention of Con
gress to control outdoor advertising with 
a rigid everything-must-go approach. 
There are obviously some signs worthy 
of preservation. This bill, therefore, pro
vides that signs of particular artistic or 
historic merit can be exempted by the 
Secretary of Transportation from re
moval. This provision applies to such 
signs erected before October 22, 1965, and 
includes those on farm structures and 
natural surfaces. Any sign so designated 
by the Secretary could remain in place 
and be maintained to serve its original 
purpose. 

In the bill, the committee has adopted 
what I believe to be a realistic and work
able approach to highway beautification. 
Some of the uncertainties and impedi
ments that have become apparent in the 
existing statute are addressed with the 
aim of enabling highway beautification 
to proceed. In addition, the bill author
izes $105 milion a year for beautifica
tion programs, thus backing intent with 
the cash needed to be effective. 

There was perhaps no more difficult 
issue to resolve in the writing of this bill 
than that dealing with truck weights. 
This, Mr. President, is another question 
induced by last winter's fuel shortage, 
but it has been before the Congress on 
prior occasions. 

The hardship and inconvenience im
posed on the trucking industry by fuel 
shortages and costs, as well as lower 
speed limits, all were convincing argu
ments for permitting heavier trucks to 
use our highways. 

Balanced against them, however, were 
-considerations of highway safety and the 
added maintenance expense heavier 
trucks would impose on State highway 
departments. There was, too, a strong. 
and adverse public reaction to proposals 
.for heavier trucks. 

Nevertheless, the committee felt there 
was justification for a modest increase in 
the weight of trucks permitted to use in
terstate highways. The bill incorporates 
this belief in provisions permitting as in
crease in maximum allowable weights 
from 73,280 to 80,000 pounds. 

It is important to emphasize that these 
are maximum weights and apply only to 
the Interstate System. The individual 
States may set lower limits if they de
sire and can impose any controls deemed 
necessary on noninterstate roads. 

The committee also made its recom
mendations with the knowledge that 
new, stricter standards for truck tires 

·and brakes will become effective by next 
spring. These plus the 55-mile-per-hour 
speed limit should offset any potential 
safety hazards imposed by the slightly 
heavier trucks. 

Perhaps the major beneficiaries of in
. creased truck weights will be the coun
. try's farmers. At a time when there is 
great concern about food supplies and 
prices, the increase of about 7,000 pounds 
per truck will have substantial impact in 
farm areas. 

Under the new maximum weight, 
~farmers would be able to transport 20 

more hogs per truckload than now; 14 
to 18 more feeder calves than at present. 
The wheat shippers could move an addi
tional 116 bushels per load, and similar 
improvements would be achieved for 
other grains. 

The fruit and vegetable industry is 
heavily dependent on motor transport 
with more than 75 percent of the produce 
of California and Arizona moving to mar
ket by truck. The percentage from Flor
ida is even higher. 

It is obvious, then, why most of the 
general farm organizations and farm 
commodity organizations throughout the 
country have gone on record as favoring 
this type of legislation. But farmers are 
not the only ones who will profit; con
sumers also will feel the impact through 
food availability and perhaps price sta
bility. 

Mr. President, I think it is worthwhile 
that I stress a fact which should be rec
ognized as we debate this measure. Four 
years ago--and it is not improper to say 
this-I initiated legislation which is in
cluded in this measure dealing with the 
special bridge replacement prtl)gram. This 
section certainly provides a long-overdue 
emphasis on rebuilding many of the 
thousands of obsolete and unsa'fe bridges 
which cannot accommodate the de
mands of our modern trafiic. 

While a total of $250 million was au
thorized for the program during its first 
2 years, only $75 million was authorized 
for each of the 3 fiscal yean 1974·,. 19'75, 
and 1976. These lowerr aurthorizations 
were not indicative of any deCTeased con
gressional concern, but of a reall\stfe 
reaction within our committe-e and the 
Congress, which is understandabfu,. 
regarding the obligation of funds that·,. 
although desirable, may not be absolutely 
necessary to the continuity of our over
all effort. 

I do not believe, however, that in this 
program there should be a skimping from 
the standpoint of the authorization and 
the later actual appropriation of dollars. 
This, clearly, is an activity that was es
tablished on a separate basis because of 
the high cost, as we are aware, of bridge 
construction throughout the country. We 
recognize that bridge replacement needs 
are not evenly distributed from one State 
to another State or even within States. 
At the present level of funding-! am 
saddened to make this statement-it will 
take 40 years to replace the approxi
mately 24,000 eligible bridges under our 
Federal-aid system. That is too long. This 
bill shortens that period of time and ac
celerates the pace by which we can move 
forward with a doubling of the effort 
through a substantial increase in the 
authorizations. 

In a related matter, Mr. President, we 
are authorizing $116,250,000 as the Fed
eral share of rebuilding bridges on the 
overseas highway linking Key West with 
mainland Florida. We have given our at
tention to it because we know that there 
has been a serious deterioration during 
the 64 years since it was brought into 
being. Originally, it was constructed, as 
we will recall, not for a highway but as 
a railroad link. That need for bridge re
pair has been recognized by both the 
subcommittee and the full committee. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, the chair

man of the committee was not in the 
Chamber earlier when I had a chance to 
comment and compliment the commit
tee. At this time, I again want to add my 
words of thanks and compliments to the 
distinguished chairman for recognizing 
this need. We in Florida feel that we 
could not handle this problem complete
ly by ourselves. 

As the Senator knows, the naval base 
is a very important military installation 
there, and many people would have to 
depend on thooe bridges for safety if 
there were a hurricane or some other 
disaster. Over the years, no one realized 
just how bad that condition was. 

I just want to add my thanks again to 
the distinguished chairman and to Barry 
Meyer of the staff for helping us to un
cover the problem and helping us to find 
a solution for it. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I am 
appreciative of the further comment of 
the knowledgeable Senator from Florida. 
I only reemphasize what he has said, 
and that is that the financial capacity 
of the State of Florida could not take 
care of this problem. 

Mr. CHILES. Our State is putting up 
$10 million this year for some temporary 
repairs, but it is beyond our capacity to 
try to do everything that is needed for 
the bridge. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. That is right. Also 
the presence of the naval base means 
that the national interest is involved. 
We cannot separate the State, county, 
or local interest from the national inter
-est in any substantial roadbuilding in 
this country. These roads exist, and they 
add to the mobility of our people and of 
the products of farm and factory. We 
must understand, however, that there 
Will always be differences of opinion at 
the varioUJS government levels over how 
to proceed with our road system . 

This understanding has been tre
mendously important in bringing about 
a coordinated effort in building a strong 
transportation system, thereby strength
-ening our economy through the years. I 
appreciate the fact that the Senator has 
addressed himself to this subject and 
has kept in touch with the committee 
and the committee staff. It is very im
portant that I also recognize that the 
counsel and chief clerk of our commit
tee, Mr. Barry Meyer, has carefully 
studied this situation and has lent his 
expertise to devising a solution, not only 
for t.he Senator from Florida but for the 
members of our subcommittee and our 
committee. 

Mr. CHILES. Very helpful. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. I thank the Senator 

again for the opportunity not only to 
have shared his feelings but. of having 
the chance to express my appreciation 
for them. 

This is a separate item in the bill as· 
I believe I had earlier stated, because' we 
felt that the Florida Keys Overseas 
Highway deserved the special attention 
which I have mentioned. 

The bill also modffles the operation of 
the rural highway public transportation 
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demonstration program. It permits the 
use of those funds provided from the 
general Treasury to be used for operating 
assistance, and it allows projects to pro
vide transportation links between rural 
areas and larger communities. This as
pect of the program is essential, for it is 
in the cities and towns that the shopping, 
educational, government, religious, 
entertainment and medical facilities are 
available. 

What about the person who is elderly? 
What about the person who is poor? 
What about the person who lives up the 
hollow or over the hill or out on the 
plains? These are the people who need, 
in many cases, to go to the doctor, to 
attend the clinic. Frankly, we have be
lieved that these persons, by the tens of 
millions, live not in the congested areas 
of our metropolitan cities, but in the less 
populated regions of the country as well 

Mr. President, without trying to pit 
the city against the rural area, I want 
to emphasize that we must have those 
people enjoying the same mobility as 
those who live in the cities. I recognize 
when I say this, that there are deficien
cies in the urban transit system which 
demand correction. I have attempted 
at every opportunity, to recognize that 
transportation needs are multifaceted 
and we must recognize each aspect of 
them. 

I have a special interest, although not 
provincial, in this program, dealing with 
rural areas. Only Vermont is more 
rural than the State of West Virginia. 
Although many people think of our State 
as industrially oriented and built around 
coal mining, manufacture of steel prod
ucts, glass, and chemicals in tremendous 
volume, West Virginia is still essentially 
a rural State. 

So our State, along with others rural 
in character, is interested in increasing 
funding provisions from $30 million to 
$75 million, incorporated as an added 
authorization in S. 3934. 

Mr. President, the bill also modifies 
the operation of the rural highway pub
lic transportation demonstration pro
gram. We are permitting the use of those 
moneys provided from the general treas
ury to be used in operating a system. We 
are further permitting the projects to 
provide transportation links between the 
rural regions and the larger communi
ties of the country. This aspect is essen
tial, for it gives to the rural areas the 
shopping, the education, the govern
ment, the religious activity, the enter
tainment and the medical facilities that 
are available. in the cities and towns. 

The bill also emphasizes once more, 
that public transportation services 
should be usable by the handicapped of 
the United States as well as by the el
derly and the poor. Such a requirement 
was part of the agreement, as Senator 
STAFFORD knows, and Senator BENTSEN 
well knows, in our 1973 act. But we have 
had some problems of interpretation, 
some problems of implementation. That 
is the reason that we believe that we can 
through this message clarify those un
certainties so that the elderly and the 
handicapped are not considered in any 
wise as second-hand citizens of theRe
public when it comes to adequate trans-

portation which they need, which they 
have every right to expect Congress, in 
its judgment-not just in its compas
sion-to provide for them. 

Under the bill, any public transporta
tion project receiving highway funds 
must be-and we use this language
planned, designed, constructed and op
erated so as to allow effective utiliza
tion by elderly or handicapped persons. 
The Senator from Vermont <Mr. STAF
FORD) , working in our Subcommittee on 
the Handicapped of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare is so very cog
nizant, as there are others who are cog
nizant, of the hope that a corresponding 
provision of the Urban Mass Transpor
tation Act can also be amended so that 
there be no equivocation on this matter, 
that we will spell it out so that it will be 
clearly understood. 

I do not believe making public trans
portation usable by the elderly and the 
handicapped would impose an unaccept
able demand on our transport system. I 
think it is a cost that the people of the 
United States should willingly assume 
so as to end the discrimination against 
a particular!~ · vulnerable segment, 
though a very important segment, of our 
American society. 

So, Mr. President, there are, of course, 
additional provisions, many of them, in 
this bill which I have not discussed be
cause they have been addressed by Sen
ator BENTSEN and Senator STAFFORD. I 
think, however, that it is important that 
I reemphasize that this is not a hodge
podge measure, although it embodies a 
variety of items. It is a fully considered 
and a carefully-balanced program which 
we bring here in the bill we are now con
sidering. It is a bill that comes to the 
Senate with the cost of its provisions 
examined in detail, because we know the 
relationship of this program, of course, 
to its impact on our American society. 

I think we want to be very careful to 
explain the figures. The total cost is $716 
million. I believe that is a reasonable 
figure, because while it does not buy 
enough, it buys a considerable amount of 
that which we need at the present time: 
bridge construction and reconstruction; 
highway beautification; the roads for 
Indian reservations; elimination of rail
way and highway grade crossings; de
velopment of the bikeways for the grow
ing number of bicycles that are being 
used; the access to recreational areas of 
the country; and, yes, the encourage
ment of the organization of fuel-saving 
carpools. All of these are set forth and 
envisioned in the legislation. 

There are, of course, as I have indi
cated before, diverse activities, but they 
will provide jobs for many people. They 
will improve our highway transporta
tion as a whole. I reemphasize that this 
is an interim measure; it is, however, 
bringing to us items of immediate con
cern. I am confident that the Senate, 
trusting in part to the very careful at·· 
tention that the Committee on Public 
Works and the Subcommittee on Trans
portation have given to this matter, will 
give its endorsement during this after
noon. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

commend the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia for his work on this high
way bill. For a number of years, I have 
advocated that we make provisions for 
bicycles throughout this country. In my 
opinion, if we will arrange for bicycle 
ways from coast to coast, we will have 
thousands of people riding bicycles from 
one part of the country to another. I do 
not know of anything that would improve 
the lives of the people more, and I do 
not know of anything that would bring 
more recreational pleasure to people, 
than to provide for bicycles. So I espe
cially commend the Senator for the por
tion of this bill that would promote the 
use of bicycles by the population of this 
country. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I appreciate the 
words of our friend from South Carolina. 
He certainly is an example of a man who, 
if he does not use a bicycle, is using some
thing in the way of a recrea tiona! ma
chine which keeps him looking younger 
year by year. 

I have heard that there are three 
phases of a person's life: youth, middle 
age, and "my but you're looking well." 
I can only say that the Senator from 
South Carolina, regardless of his age, is 
indeed looking well. 

Development of bikeways for cyclists 
is an important provision in this bill, and 
I want to express the tribute which is due 
the Senator from New York <Mr. BucK
LEY) , a member of our committee who is 
present in the Chamber, who provided 
leadership and impact in this matter, in
cluding the language as it appears in the 
proposed provision. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Senator 
very much. I would like to express my 
appreciation to the able Senator from 
New York (Mr. BucKLEY) as well, for his 
assistance in the preparation of this bill. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague for--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I just 
want to thank my friend from South 
Carolina and my friend from West Vir
ginia for their kind remarks on the bike
ways. I believe it will open a new era, 
where we can get healthy exercise and 
also save a little fuel, which seems to be 
one of the objects of our deliberations 
these days. 

I want to say what a fine experience 
it has been working on this committee, 
the Committee on Public Works, in con
nection with this and other legislation, 
where we see nonpartisanship and an at
tempt to meet needs in an effective and 
constructive manner. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Andrew Car
ron and Jack Lewis, of the staff of Sen
ator EAGLETON, and David Clanton of the 
staff of Senator GRIFFIN, be accorded the 
privilege of the floor during the debate 
and voting on this measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Michael Hath-
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away, of my staff, be accorded the same 
privilege. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I am glad to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. CURTIS. What does this bill do 
about the speed limit? . 

Mr. STAFFORD. This bill would make 
the speed limit of 55 miles an hour per
manent. 

Mr. CURTIS. Does that mean that, as 
a permanent matter, the Federal Gov· 
ernment is going to enter the field of 
determining what the speed limit shall 
be? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I would say to the 
distinguished Senator that the Federal 
Government has already done that on 
a temporary basis. This would make it 
permanent. 

Mr. CURTIS. I understand. But I be
lieve that the control of speed on the 
highways is a part of the police powers, 
and that it belongs to the States. The 
States are the entities of government 
which have the highway patrols and the 
local police officers to enforce speed lim
its. The States also issue the drivers' 
licenses, and therefore, if someone vio
lates the speed law too often, they can 
take his driver's license away. 

It just seems to me as though we are 
extending the Federal Government into 
a new field when the Federal Govern
ment undertakes to legislate on this sub
ject. I think we can trust the States. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I would say to the 
distinguished Senator from Nebraska 
that, as I have pointed out, the Federal 
Government has already entered this 
field, and there will be an amendment of
fered by this Senator at the appropriate 
time which will not raise the 55-mile
an-hour maximum, but will permit the 
States to impose lower speed limits, below 
55 miles per hour, if they wish to do so. 

Mr. CURTIS. That would imply they 
could not raise it? 

Mr. STAFFORD. That is right, they 
could only lower it, not raise it. 

Mr. CURTIS. I think that is definitely 
invading what not only is a State func
tion, but the States are equipped to en
force it, even including revoking drivers' 
licenses, and the Federal Government is 
not. Some day someone will be in here 
asking for means to enforce this law. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. STAFFORD. I yield to the Senator 

from Kansas. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I might say 

to the distinguished Senator from Ne
braska that the Senator from Kansas will 
offer an amendment that speed limits 
could be raised to not to exceed 60 miles 
per hour, and this would be determined 
by the States. I plan to offer that amend
ment. 

Mr. CURTIS. Does this apply to all 
highways in the States? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I would say to the 
Senator from Nebraska, that it does. 

Mr. CURTIS. Even though they are not 
Federal highways? 

·Mr. STAFFORD. That is correct. 
Mr. President, at this time I yield 5 

minutes on the bill to the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT). 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, I appreciate the Senator's yielding. 

I rise in general support of this legis
lation. There are a number of provisions 
of the bill with which I am not in com
plete agreement. However, I believe it is 
a good bill and do urge that it be passed. 

The minority views in the committee 
report are generally the same as my own. 
There will be an amendment offered by 
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAF
FORD) that would strike the provision 
with regard to raising the weight limit on 
trucks. I intend to support this amend
ment. As indicated in the minority re
port we are not just talking about the 
weight of the trucks, we are talking 
about the size of the trucks, too, regard
less of what the language in the bill is; 
if we have greater weight we will have 
greater size. · 

Mr. President, this is a time when peo
ple seem to be moving toward smaller 
passenger cars. It does not seem con
sistent with safety to have smaller pas
senger cars and larger trucks on the 
highways. I would hope the time would 
come when we can have separate truck 
lanes. 

Certainly the trucking industry is one 
of our major industries in the country. 
I see the need to support trucking as one 
of our major methods of transporting 
goods throughout the country. I would 
not want to do anything that would be 
harmful to the trucking industry. 

But I think we have to go further, and 
consider the general public interest. To 
me, larger and heavier trucks are not in 
the public interest. I am told that many 
bridges will have to be rebuilt if we have 
heavier trucks on our highways. The dis
tinguished Senator from West Virginia, 
the chairman of our Public Works Com
mittee <Mr. RANDOLPH), has mentioned 
that many of our bridges are not in good 
condition. I have seen material indicat
ing that a high percentage of the bridges 
that we use are not safe. Certainly the 
heavier the trucks, the greater the wear 
on the highways, and the greater the 
cost of building and preserving our high
ways. 

My mail is very heavy against having 
larger and heavier trucks on our inter
state highways. We do have some mail 
that came in from a labor organization, 
and if Members would like to see it, I 
would be glad to put it in the RECORD. 
This correspondence indicates that two 
of our major truckers are giving infor
mation to the drivers as to how to avoid 
the weighing stations between Rich
mond, Virginia, and Washington, D.C., 
where to get off, and where to come back 
on the interstate system, because in Vir
ginia we have one weight for the inter
state system and another weight for the 
other Federal-aid highways. 

To me this is teaching the drivers how 
to avoid the law. It is lawlessness. It 
seems to be legitimate criticism when two 
trucking companies see fit to issue in
structions as to where to get on and off 
the highway to avoid the weighing-in 
system. 

Mr. President, I am also going to sup
port an amendment that I understand 
will be offered by my colleague, the Sena-

tor from New York (Mr. BucKLEY), and 
I have asked to be a cosponsor of that 
amendment, which would do away with 
mandatory seat belt interlock system, the 
procedure under which we cannot start a 
new automobile without fastening our 
seatbelts. Seatbelts are very legitimate 
safety devices but, in my opinion, it 
should be left to the driver of the auto
mobile to decide whether or not he should 
wear a seatbelt. 

I expect to talk in, perhaps, some de
tail with regard to both the big truck 
and the seatbelt measures when they 
come before the Senate. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, before 
we have other amendments presented to 
the highway bill, I would like to present 
some amendments on behalf of the com
mittee that have been discussed with 
other members of the committee. 

I send the first amendment to the desk 
and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered ; and the 
amendment will be printed in the RECORD. 

Xhe amendment is as follows: 
On page 14, beginning on line 23, strike 

all through line 25, and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"Trust Fund, $65,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1975 and $75,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1976:" 

On page 15, beginning on line 24, strike 
"$15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1974,". 

On page 16, beginning on line 17, strike 
"$15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1974,". 

On page 17, line 4, strike "$150,000,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof: "$125,000,000". 

On page 17, line 5, strike "$150,000,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof: "$125,000,000". 

On page 19, beginning on line 17, strike all 
through line 18, and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1975, and $10,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1976, for". 

On page 23, beginning on line 6, strike the 
period and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

"Provided, That the funds authorized un
der this section only $10,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1975, and $15,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, can 
be obligated." 

Mr. BENTSEN subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
a typographical cm-rection be made in 
the first amendment offered on behalf 
of the committee this afternoon. It was 
properly discussed on both sides during 
the debate. 

In the amendment on page 14, begin
ning on line 23, where it reads "$75,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1976," it should read "$65,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1976." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withou1 
objection, the correction will be made. 

Mr. BENTSEN. The administration, in 
commenting on this legislation, expressed 
general approval of it but indicated dis
satisfaction with the total level of funds 
authoriz.ed. Therefore at my initiation 
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and through discussion with the dis
tinguished chairman, Senator RANDOLPH, 
the ranking minority member of my sub
committee, Senator STAFFORD, and the 
other members it has been decided that 
the committee, which is mindful of the 
need to control inflation and of our fiscal 
problems, will recommend to the Senate 
cuts in the total authorizations inS. 3934 
of approximately 25 percent, or $185 
million out of a total of $716 million 
through fiscal year 1976. 

That is subsequent to the action we 
had in the committee. But, again, I think 
this is showing the President that we 
want to meet him more than half way. 
The Senate has already cut approxi
mately $5.5 billion out of the budget bills 
that have been presented, 7 of the 12 
we have received thus far, and it is my 
belief that we will cut substantially 
more; that we will go a long way in 
meeting the President's request on that. 

We do this recognizing that as worth
while as some of these projects are, our 
current economic situation demands that 
the Congress exercise prudence and re
straint in funding matters and allow 
projects to be deferred which might, in 
other times, be funded expeditiously. 

Therefore, I am offering this commit
tee amendment for a cut of $185 million 
in the bill. It is not an across-the-board 
cut. We have attempted to defer proj
ects which can be deferred and to scale 
down others. 

The cut breaks down as follows: First, 
we have eliminated the fiscal1974 fund
ing for the highway beautification pro
gram and for junkyard screening and 
landscaping. We are now well into fiscal 
1975 and there is little point in maintain
ing the 1974 authorization which was 
placed in the bill because Congress last 
year failed to agree on beautification 
language. 

Second, we are asking that the $75 mil
lion a year for billboard removal and 
compensation to sign owners for 1975 
and 1976 be scaled down to $65 million 
per year considering the severity of the 
economic problems. 

I am a strong supporter of the highway 
beautification program; I have been a 
strong supporter of putting restraints on 
the construction of billboards. We believe 
this is a meritorious program, but we are 
attempting here to bring the authoriza
tions closer to the administration's budg
etrequest. 

Third, we are asking that the program 
of access roads to Federal lakes be re
duced in authorizations from $15 million 
a year to $10 million a year. 

Fourth, we are asking that the special 
bridge replacement program be held to 
an additional $50 million a year rather 
than the $75 million a year now in the 
bill. 

Mr. President, we do that knowing that 
there are thousands and thousands of 
bridges in this country that need re
placing. But, again, it is an order of prior
ities. When the country is in serious 
trouble from an economic standpoint we 
think some of these things just have to 
be deferred. 

Finally we ask that the $116 million for 
repair of bridges leading to the Florida 
Keys remain in the bill but that only $10 

million be available for fiscal 1975 and 
$15 million for fiscal 1976. As I indicated 
the full authorization will remain intact. 
It is the pace of spending that we are 
controlling. I might also mention that 
even if the full $116 million were to be 
made available immediately, it is doubt
ful that a substantial amount of that 
money could be spent in the next 2 fiscal 
years. 

Mr. President, we believe these cuts 
are prudent and fair. They reflect the 
committee's concern with our economic 
problems and our desire to cooperate 
with the administration in meeting 
them. 

I move the adoption of the commit
tee amendment. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, so far 
as the minority are concerned, we have 
concurred in the committee amendments. 
We are prepared to accept them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators yield back their time? 

Mr. BENTSEN. We are ready for a 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators yield back their time? Does the 
Senator from Texas yield back his time, 
as well as the Senator from Vermont? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question 
is on agreeing to the first amendment 
offered on behalf of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk the second amendment on 
behalf of the committee and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent that furthe; read
ing of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and the 
amendment will be printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 5, beginning on line 13, strike all 

of section 105 through page 7, line 10 and 
renumber the subsequent sections accord· 
ingly. 

Mr. BENTSEN. The thrust of this 
amendment is to strike section 105 from 
the committee bill and to renumber all 
subsequent sections accordingly. 

We are asking that the section be 
struck because subsequent to the com
mittee's inclusion of it in this bill, the 
President signed into law the housing 
bill, which has an identical provision. 
The section deals with charter buses and 
allows public carriers to engage in char
ter activities so long as they do not fore
close private carriers from such activities. 

As I indicated, the language is no long
er needed because it was signed into law. 
I move the adoption of the committee 
amendment. 
' The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators yield back their time? 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
back my Ume. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield back my time, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question 
is on agreeing to the second amendment 
offered on behalf of the committee. (Put
ting the question.) 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO, 1849 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 1849 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

On page 8, beginning with line 22, strike 
all through line 21 on page 9. 

Renumber succeeding sections accordingly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont is recognized. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I op
pose that section in S. 3934 that would 
permit an increase in the maximum 
weights of trucks using the Interstate 
Highway System. My amendment would 
delete section 107 of the bill, and would 
leave the existing Federal size and weight 
limitations in effect. 

My good friends and colleagues on the 
Public Works Committee who support 
the weight increase have emphasized 
what they contend is the modest size of 
the increase. And, they argue that their 
amendment does not affect truck widths 
or lengths. 

I agree that the language of the 
amendment does not speak of any in
creases in size, but I must stress that the 
effect of the proposed change could 
surely be to encourage an increase in the 
number of bigger trucks on our highways. 

Mr. President, on this amendment I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STAFFORD. There seems to be an 

inexorable push toward longer trucks. 
In 1958, only 13 percent of the truck 
trailers produced were more than 40 feet 
long. By 1972, 85 percent of the trailers 
produced were 40 feet or longer; and 35 
~ercent were at least 45 feet long. Also 
m 1972, 27 -foot trailers made up 10 per
cent of the year's production. Those 
models are often used in combinations of 
two, which results in a double-trailer 
with an overall length of more than 54 
feet. 

In 1963, eight States permitted trucks 
up to 65 feet long to use their high
ways. No State permitted trucks longer 
than 65 feet. 

In 1973, 28 States allowed trucks up 
to 65 feet or longer on their roads, and 
five States had length limitations up to 
or greater than 70 feet. 

The trucking industry has been ex
perimenting with triple-trailer combina
tions reaching 105 feet long. In three 
States this length is already permitted. 

Under the existing 55 miles per-hour 
speed limit, it would take an automobile 
10 seconds to pass such a truck-trailer 
combination traveling at 45 miles-per
hour. In rainy weather, this means 10 
dangerous seconds of virtually blind driv
ing for the motorist trying to pass the 
truck. 

States have been pressured to increase 
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length limitations in spite of the fact 
that approximately two-thirds of the 
volume of commodities carried by truck 
"weigh out" before they "cube out," that 
is two-thirds of all truck shipments do 
nbt benefit from length increases because 
they reach State or Federal w~ight lim
its before filling a 35-foot tra1ler. 

The portion of truck shipments able to 
take advantage of the longer trailers does 
not determine the number of longe:r 
trailers on the roads, however. . 

As we can see from the Truck Trall
er Manufacturers' figures, the great bulk 
of trailers produced in 1972-85 percent 
of them-were 40 feet long or longer. The 
maximum length permissible becomes the 
norm. b fit Thus, while length i?-creases .ene 
only a minority of truckmg opera:t~ons-
those carrying lighter commodltles--a 
major result of these increases is to put 
pressure on the Federal Government. 
The pressure is design~d ~o get ~he F.ed
eral Government to ra1se 1ts we1ght llll?-
its so that the trucking industry w1ll 
be able to take advantage of the longer 
trailers it has purchased, unhampered 
by weight restrictions. . . 

once a Federal weight mcrease 1s 
granted, the argument can be. turned 
around to pressure States to m~rease 
length limits, in order to perm1t the 
lighter commodities to .benefit f~om the 
new higher weight 1im1ts. In this man
ner , legislators at the state and F~de.ral 
lev~l can be whipsawed into permlttmg 
even bigger trucks. . 

Pressure for longer truc~s, lf. we per
mit a weight increase, Wl~l anse. from 
safety as well as econom1c consldera-

tio~e Public Works Com~ittee heard 
testimony from the Internat10nal Broth
erhood of Teamsters that, in many cases, 
a trailer is hitched so close to the truck 
cab that the front steering axle on the 
truck tractor is overloaded. . 

This forward placement of the tra1ler 
is made necessary because the over~ll 
length of the rig, with twin 27-foot trall
ers or a 45-foot single trailer would 
otherwise violate State length limits of 
55 feet or 65 feet. . 

With heavier loads permitted, the 
argument for another 5 feet in length 
to decrease the front axle load becomes 
more compelling. . 

However, if history is any gu1de, a 
length increase in many cases would not 
be used to improve placement of the so
called "fifth wheel" coupling, but, rather, 
longer trailers would be produced to haul 
more payload and the "fifth wheel" 
would, I submit, remain dangerously far 
forward. 

It was for this reason that the 
Teamsters argued for Federal safety re
quirements regarding placement of the 
"fifth wheel " as well as for Federal re
quirements ~egarding horsepower-weight 
ratios, braking standards and tires. 

This brings me to another point which 
has led me to oppose the effort to permit 
heavier trucks to use our roads. 

Within the next year, two major Fed
eral regulations concerning truck equip
ment will go into effect. One to establish 
braking and antiskid standards, and 
another to set new tire standards. 

These requirements will affect only 
new equipment, however. Drivers, truck 
manufacturers and the trucking industry 
generally agree that these standards rep
resent a major safety improvement. 

At a time when we know safer trucks 
will soon be running on our highways, it 
seems particularly inappropriate to con
sider weight increases before the re
quired safety improvements have been 
phased in. 

A stand against heavier trucks, unless 
tied to improvements in truck safety, is 
consistent with the recommendations of 
the National Transportation Safety 
Board; the Professional Drivers Council 
for Safety and Health, and with the 1964 
recommendations growing out of the $27 
million Federal-State Illinois road tests. 

It is particularly important to note 
that the 1964 landmark study that pro
vides the technical data for almost all 
subsequent analyses, and which is so 
often quoted in support of increases in 
sizes and weights, recommends those in
creases only after Federal standards 
have been prescribed for braking; for 
ratios of net horsepower to gross vehicle 
weight, and for linkages between com
bination components. 

The argument for increasing truck 
weights has, historically, been based on 
their economic benefits. More recently, 
the fuel shortage has been invoked as a 
primary justification for permitting 
trucks to carry heavier loads, thus, pre
sumably reducing fuel consumption by 
reducing the total number of truck trips. 

A California teamsters official, in tes
timony before the State department of 
transportation, estimated that only 7 or 
8 percent of the big trucks available could 
take advantage of fuel savings brought 
about by weight limit increases. He said 
that the heavier loads would require in
creased fuel consumption, cutting into 
fuel savings realized from reduced truck 
trips. Apparently, fuel savings resulting 
from weight increases would be minimal. 

As for economic benefits, I must point 
out that increasing allowable weights will 
have economic penalties as well. The 
States, in a 1962 survey, estimated that 
the proposed increased axle weights 
would add $100 million per year to road 
resurfacing costs, and that figure is in 
1962 dollars. 

To rebuild all Federal-aid road sys
tems currently designed for existing axle 
limits, to accommodate the higher limits, 
would cost an estimated $2.4 billion. 

Mr. President, in short, I see no com
pelling reasons for increasing truck 
weight limits at this time, but I find sev
eral powerful arguments against such 
action. 

The Federal weight limitations are the 
primary inhibition against a new gen
eration of longer, heavier trucks. 

Increases at this time-that is, in the 
period before trucks meeting new, tough 
safety requirements replace existing ve
hicles which vary widely in safety fea
tures-seem particularly ill-advised. 

Fuel savings would be minimal, and 
the economic benefits to the public not 
so clear-when the costs are also con
sidered-as to warrant immediate action: 

Mr. President, on August 20 the 

other body decisively rejected a provision 
to permit heavier trucks to use the In
terstate System. The vote against heavier 
trucks was 252 to 159. The provision of 
the other body was not defeated because 
of the specific numbers involved, how
ever, but rather, I believe, because of op
position to any increase in truck weights. 

A recent poll conducted at the Ohio 
State Fair asked citizens whether Con
gress should permit longer and heavier 
trucks on the In~erstate System. The 
final tally showed 2,847 respondents op
posed the proposition while only 689 were 
in favor-better than a 4-to-1 margin. 

The issue of heavier trucks is an im
portant and visible one to the American 
public. Because we must be responsible 
and responsive to that public I urge the 
adoption of my amendment to strike the 
weight increases proposed in the com
mittee bill and to leave in effect existing 
Federal weight limitations on interstate 
highways. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment of the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont, 
the ranking minority member of the 
Transportation Subcommittee. In doing 
so, I wish to stress two or three major 
issues. 

The first point is that this is a modest 
increase in truck weights and it is per
missive. It is not mandatory. It is to be 
decided by the States, whether they 
want to do it or not. What we are doing 
here is raising the ceiling now in the 
law for the weights of trucks using in
terstate systems, and we are raising 
them just a small percentage. But it is 
going to be up to the States to deter
mine whether they want to adopt the 
increases. That is as it should be. The 
States, after all, are responsible for road 
maintenance. They have the primary re
sponsibility for safety. They should have 
the final say. 

In making a proposal for this increase, 
we rejected the advice of the adminis
tration to make it mandatory on the 
States. That has never been the case 
before, and the committee did not feel 
that it should be the ·case now. The Fed
eral Government should not be compel
ling a State to allow heavier trucks on 
their Interstate System if it does not wish 
to do so. 

The second point I wish to make is 
that what the committee is proposing 
is not new. It is less ambitious, in fact, 
than a measure which passed the Senate 
by a voice vote in 1968. We are increas
ing the allowable gross weight by ap
proximately 7,000 pounds. We would al
low increased single-axle weights of 
20,000 pounds, up from the present 
18,000 pounds. 

I might say in regard to that, in the 
State of my distinguished friend, the 
State of Vermont, where we are talking 
about raising the weight on single-axles 
up to 20,000 pounds from 18,000 pounds, 
the weight in his State for single-axle 
is 22,400 pounds, or over 10 percent more 
than what we are proposing in this. 
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Mr. STAFFORD. Will the distin

guished Senator yield for a brief com
ment? 

Mr. BENTSEN. I would like to com
plete my remarks and then we will get 
into that, if I may. 

This would increase the double-axle 
weights to 34,000 pounds, up from the 
present 32,000 pounds. 

What are the weights in the State of 
the distinguished Senator from Ver
mont? 

The weight for the double axle is 36,000 
pounds. That is 2,000 pounds over what 
we are recommending here. 

The measure that passed the Senate in 
1968 would also have allowed an increase 
in the width of these trucks. We are not 
allowing that. We blocked that. That 
was requested. That measure would have 
increased the width of those trucks from 
96 inches to 102 inches. We did not agree 
with that at all. That is not in this bill. 

The 1968 bill would not have put a 
ceiling on gross weight. This bill does put 
a ceiling on gross weight. 

This is not a revolutionary proposal. In 
fact, on the Interstate System, 26 States 
today have single-axle weights in excess 
of 18,000 pounds. Eighteen of those 
States exceeds the 20,000 pounds that this 
bill allows. 

So we are talking about something that 
is substantially less than is already in 
effect in many States across this country. 

What we are trying to do is to level 
out some of these economic advantages or 
disadvantages. 

These States were able to exceed pres
ent Federal limits because they were 
grandfathered into the law when the 
1956 bill was passed. 

That is what happened to the State of 
the distinguished Senator from Vermont. 
I am not objecting to it, but I am calling 
it to mind as we are talking about the 
equity that we are trying to achieve for 
all the States. 

That is fine for them to have that kind 
of economic advantage if that is what 
the people of that State want. But we 
ought to level these things out across the 
country if we can. 

The result has been that a number of 
these States, almost half of the States, 
have been put at an economic disad
vantage, and it means that the truck 
transportation system has a crazy quilt 
of regulations playing havoc with truck 
companies. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the axle and gross 
weight limits of all of our States so that 
this can be made clear to those who are 
following this debate. 

There being no objection, the figures 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATE SINGLE AXLE LOAD LIMITS ON INTERSTATE SYSTEM 
(INCLUDING TOLERANCES) WITH EXCEPTIONS SHOWN 
FOR HIGHER LIMITS FOR NON INTERSTATE SYSTEM 

State 

Alabama ______________ - - -----
Alaska _________ • __ _________ _ 
Arizona ___ __________________ _ 

Arkansas __ ------------------California ___________________ _ 
Colorado ____________ _ • __ • ___ _ 
Connecticut_----------- _____ _ 

legal limit 
for interstate 

19,800 
(I) 

18,000 
18, 000 
18,000 
18,000 
22,848 

legal limit for 
noninterstate 

18, 800 
20,000 
18,000 
18,000 
18,000 
18,000 
22,848 

State 

Delaware ____ __ ----------- __ _ 
District of Columbia __________ _ 
Florida _____________________ _ 

~:~:iii~~~~=================== Idaho ______________________ _ 
Illinois _______________ ----- __ 
Indiana _____ ---- __ ----- _____ _ 
Iowa _______________________ _ 
Kansas. ___________ -- ___ ----_ 
Kentucky ________ ___________ _ 
louisiana. _________ _________ _ 
Maine ______________________ _ 
Maryland_------ - ------- ____ _ Massachusetts _______________ _ 
Michigan _____ ---------------
Minnesota ___ ----------------Mississippi__ ________________ _ 
Missouri_ __________ ----------
Montana •• __________________ _ 
Nebraska _________ __________ _ 
Nevada •• ___________________ _ 
New Hampshire _____________ _ 
New Jersey_- - ---------------New Mexico _________________ _ 
New York ___ ________________ _ 
North Carolina ______________ _ 
North Dakota ________________ _ 
Ohio _____ _____ ---.----------
Oklahoma ___________________ _ 
Oregon _______ _ -- - ------- - ---
Pennsylvania ________________ _ 
Rhode Island ________________ _ 
South Carolina.--------------South Dakota ________________ _ 
Tennessee __ _____ ._----------
Texas _____ ----- - -- ____ - -----Utah _____ ______________ ____ _ 

~r:gTn~~~~~= = ::::::::: :::::::: 
Washington ______ .-----------
West Virginia_--------------
Wisconsin_.---------- __ -----
Wyoming_---- ___ ------------

1 No interstate. 
2 By long Term Permit. 
Note: See summary below: 

legal limit 
for interstate 

20,000 
22,000 
22,000 
20,340 
24,000 
18,000 
18,000 
18,000 
18, 540 
18,000 
18,900 
18,000 
22,000 
22,400 
22, 400 
18,000 
18, 000 
18,000 
18,000 
18,000 
18, 900 
18,000 
22,400 
23,520 
21, 600 
22,400 
19,000 
18, 000 
19, 000 
18,000 
18,000 
23,072 
22,400 
20,000 
18,000 
18,000 
18,000 
18,000 
22,400 
18, 000 
18,000 
18,900 
19,500 
18,000 

Summary of interstate single axle weights: 

legal limit for 
noninterstate 

20,000 
22,000 
22,000 
20,340 
24,000 
20, 000 
18, 000 
18, 000 
18, 540 
20,000 
18, 900 
18, 000 
22,000 
22,400 
22,400 
18,000 
18, 000 
18, 000 
18,000 

• 20,000 
20,000 

2 20,000 
22,400 
23,520 
21,600 
22,400 
19, 000 
20, 000 
19,000 
20,000 

2 20,000 
23,072 
22,400 
20,000 
20,000 
18,000 
18,000 

2 20,000 
23,520 
18,000 

~ 20,000 
18,900 
19,500 
20,000 

Number of States at 18,000 lb______ ________ 25 
Over 18,000 lb. but less than 20,000 lb______ 8 
20,000 lb. and over________ ______________ _ 17 

TotaL __________ -------- - -- ____ -------- 50 

Summary of States permitting higher single axle 
weights on noninterstate roads: 

Number of States at 20,000 lb______________ 13 
Over 20,000 lbs______________ _____________ 1 

TotaL __ ---- - ------------------------ - - 14 

STATE TANDEM AXLE LOAD LIMITS FOR INTERSTATE 
SYSTEM (INCLUDING TOLERANCES) WITH EXCEPTIONS 
SHOWN FOR HIGHER LIMITS FOR NONINTERSTATE 
SYSTEM 

State 

Alabama __ ------------------Alaska __________ _ • ___ • _____ _ 
Arizona •• -------------------Arkansas_. _________________ _ 
California ___________________ _ 
Colorado __ ------------------
Con necticuL _____________ - _-. 
Delaware _________ • _________ _ 
District of Columbia __________ _ 
Florida _______ • ____ _______ __ _ 

~:~:ir_-~= == = = === = ===== == == == Idaho ______________________ _ 
Illinois ___ ___ ___ ____ ____ ____ _ 
Indiana __ ---------------- __ _ Iowa ______________________ ._ 
Kansas. ____________________ _ 

~;~i~~~~ = == = = = == == == == = === == Maine __ __ __ ________________ _ 
Maryland ___________________ _ 
Massachusetts __ ------------
Michigan __ -----------------
Minnesota_------------------

~:;;~s~:l~i ___ ~ = ::::===:: :::::: 
Montana ____ ________________ _ 
Nebraska. ______ • ___________ _ 
Nevada __________ -_----------
New Hampshire_-------------New Jersey _________ ________ _ 
New Mexico._----------- - --
New York __ ----------------
North Carolina_--------------

legal limit for 
interstate 

39,600 
(1) 

32,000 
32,000 
32,000 
36,000 
36, 720 
36,000 
38,000 
44,000 
40,680 
32,000 
32,000 
32,000 
32,000 
32,960 
32,000 
33,600 
32,000 
32,000 
40,000 
36,000 

2 26,000 
32, 000 
32, 000 
32, 000 
32,000 
33,600 
32,000 
36,000 
33,600 
34,320 
36,000 
38,000 

legal limit for 
noninterstate 

39,600 
34,000 
32,000 
32,000 
32,000 
36,000 
36,720 
36,000 
38,000 
44,000 
40,680 
32,000 
34,000 
32,000 
32,000 
32,960 
34, 000 
33,600 
32,000 
36,000 
40,000 
36,000 
26,000 
32, 000 
32,000 
32,000 

3 34,000 
34,000 

3 34,000 
36,000 
33,600 
34,320 
36,000 
38,000 

State 
legal limit legal limit for 

for interstate noninterstate 

North Dakota ________________ _ 
Ohio ____________ ___________ _ 
Oklahoma ____________ • ______ _ 

~ ~~~~~ivarii'a~===::: :::::::::: Rhode Island ________________ _ 
South Carolina ______________ _ 
South Dakota ________________ _ 
Tennessee ___ ____ .---- - ------
Texas __ __ ------ - ----- - -- ___ _ Utah __________ --- __________ _ 
Vermont._ __ .----------------Virginia _____________________ _ 
Washington_.------ _________ _ 
West Virginia ________________ _ 
Wisconsin ___________________ _ 

Wyoming __ ------------------

1 No interstate. 

32,000 
32,000 
32,000 
32, coo 
37,080 
36,000 
3Z, 000 
32,000 
32,000 
32,000 
33,000 
36,000 
32,000 
32,000 
33, 6CO 
32,000 
36, 0~>0 

34,000 
32,000 
34,000 

3 34,000 
37,080 
36, 000 
39,600 
34, 000 
32, oco 
32, oco 

3 34,000 
36,000 
32,000 

3 34,000 
33,600 
32, 000 
36, 000 

On designated highways one pair of tandems permitted 
32,COO lb.; however, 2 pairs of tandem axles permitted 32,000 
lb. on each pair, provided maximum gross combination weight 
does not exceed 73,280 lb. 

3 By long term permit. 

Note: See summary below: 
Summary of interstate tandem axle weights: 

Number of States at 32,000 lb_ _____________ 27 
Over 32,000 lb. but less than 34,0CO lb______ 6 
34,000 lb. and over________________________ 17 

TotaL _________ -----------------------_ 50 

Summary of States permitting higher tandem axle-
weights on noninterstate system roads: 

Number of States at 34,000 lb______________ 12 
Over 34,000 lb____________________________ 2 

TotaL ___ ----- _____________ ------______ 14 

MAXIMUM STATE GROSS WEIGHT LIMITS 

(In pounds) 

State 

Alabama ____________________ _ 
Alaska _____________________ _ 
Arizona _____________________ _ 
Arkansas _______________ _____ . 
California ___________________ _ 
Colorado _____________ --------
Connecticut_ ________ ----- ___ _ 
Delaware_-------------------
Florida. _________ ------------

~:~:li~~~~= == = = == == ========== Idaho __________ __ ____ --- ___ _ 
Illinois. ____________________ _ 
Indiana _____ --- ____ - ___ ------Iowa _______________________ _ 
Kansas ____________ ----------

~;~i;~~~t == == = = == = == ==== == == Maine ______________________ _ 
Maryland. __________________ _ 
Massachusetts _______________ _ 
Michigan ____ ----------------
Minnesota ___ ----------------

~:;;~~:r~i:::: = === = ========== Montana ____________________ _ 
Nebraska. __________________ _ 
Nevada_. _________________ .--
New Hampshire ______________ _ 
New Jersey _________________ _ 
New Mexico _________________ _ 

New York--------------------North Carolina ______________ _ 
North Dakota ________________ _ 
Ohio _______ ••• _____ • ______ •• 
Oklahoma.-------- ___ • ______ • 
Oregon. ___ -------- - ---------Pennsylvania ________________ _ 
Rhode Island ________________ _ 
South Carolina ______________ _ 
South Dakota ________________ _ 
Tennessee _________ ._--------
Texas __ ._. _______ -----------Utah_._. ___ ________________ _ 
Vermont. ___________ ._----.-. 
Virginia •• ___________ --_-.-.-. 
Washington. _______ ----. ___ -. 
West Virginia _________ _______ _ 
Wisconsin _________ ._---_--_--
Wyoming ___ - - ---------------
District of Columbia __________ _ 

1 No Interstate System in Alaska. 
2 Sum of axles. 

Interstate 
system 

73,280 
(1) 

76,800 
73,280 
76,800 
76,000 
73,000 
73,280 
73,271 
73,280 
80, 800 
76,800 
73,280 
73,280 
73,280 
73,280 

. 73,280 
73,280 
73,280 
73,280 
73,000 

(2 3) 
73,280 
73,280 
73,280 
76,800 
73,280 
76,800 
73,280 
73,280 
86,400 
71,000 
73,280 
73,280 
78,000 
73,280 
76, 000 
73,280 
73,280 
73,280 
73,280 
73,280 
72,000 
79,900 
73, 280 
80,000 
76,000 
73,280 
73,000 
73,950 
73,280 

Noninterstate 
system 

73,280 
117,000 
76,800 
73,280 
76,800 
85,000 
73,000 
73,280 
73,271 
73,280 
80,800 

105,500 
73,280 
73,280 
73, 280 
8~, 500 
73,280 
73,280 
73,280 
73,280 
73,000 

(2 3) 
73,280 
73,280 
73,280 

• 105,500 
95,000 

•128, 250 
73,280 
73,280 
86,400 

c 80,000 
73,280 
82,000 
78,000 
90,000 

c 105,500 
73,280 
73,280 
73,280 
95,000 
73,280 
72,000 

c 125,000 
73, 280 
80,000 

• 105,500 
73,280 
73,000 

101, 000 
73,280 

3 Michigan law has practical maximum of 73,280 lbs on typical 
5 axle tractor semitrailer combination. 

• Special permit operation. 
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Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, there is 
one final significant point I would like 
to make : This is not a bigger truck bill. 
The object of this bill, as the commit
tee report states, is for trucks to make 
more efficient use of the space they have. 

The minority report states that this is 
an invitation to larger trucks, but I 
must disagree because I, too, have strong 
reservations on that issue. 

On that point I am very much in ac
cord with the distinguished Senator 
from Vermont, my able friend, who rep
resents his State so well. 

The reason for the 80,000-pound limit 
that the committee placed on overall 
gross weight was to make negligible the 
chance that trucks would have to be 
longer. That is simply not enough of an 
increase to justify longer trucks. In ad
dition, the committee has left untouched 
the States' absolute power to regulate 
truck lengths. Truck lengths have never 
been written into the Federal law, and 
the committee has no intention of chang
ing that policy. 

Once again let me reiterate the weight 
increases are permissive; they are not 
mandatory. They are modest. They do 
not call for bigger trucks. 

Our trucking industry is suffering a 
decline in productivity. That is being 
passed on to the consumer in higher 
costs. We are trying to cut down the 
costs to the consumer today. 

The Director of the Federal Highway 
Administration, Norbert Tiemann, told 
our committee that this loss of produc
tivity is translated into an 8-percent loss 
for our highways. An increase of 10 per
cent in allowable gross weight, as this 
bill allows, would enable seven trucks to 
do the work of eight, assuming a high 
density commodity. 

I believe that if we treat this matter 
realistically rather than emotionally, we 
will have to accept the logic of this 
course. I urge the defeat of the Stafford 
amendment, and I agree with the Sena
tor on a great many subjects. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont is recognized. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
think this is the first time that the dis
tinguished chairman of this subcommit
tee and I have disagreed on a matter of 
any importance. I anticipated the fact 
that Vermont is one of those States hav
ing a higher axle loading limit than 
many other States was a subject which 
would be raised. 

This Senator wishes to point out that 
that situation was created in Vermont 
without the consent or approval of the 
junior Senator from that State, and not 
at a time when he was in the executive 
chamber there. 

Furthermore, in our attempt to pre: 
serve the present weight limits in the 
Federal legislation we were endeavoring, 
one could consider, to give the Nation 
the benefit of the experience we have had 
on our Interstate System with trucks 
that are heavier than the weight limit 
we are discussing today. So we are sim
ply attempting to pass on the benefit of 
our experience with heavier trucks. 

At this time, Mr. President, may I in
quire how much time remains on this 
side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont has 17 minutes re
maining, and the Senator from Texas 
has 22 minutes remaining. 

Mr. STAFFORD. At this time I will 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from New York <Mr. BucKLEY). 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President I would 
like to thank the distinguished' ranking 
minority subcommittee member. 

I rise in support of his amendment. 
I believe that, the assertions of the 

distinguished chairman of the subcom
mittee notwithstanding, we have to rely 
on the experience of the past, and un
derstand that if these increases are au
thorized, there will be the inevitable 
followup pressures for extending the 
length of our trucks, adding to the prob
lem of safety on our highways. 

Also, although it is currently the re
sponsibility of the States to attend to 
the repairs of their highways, it is never
theless true that year by year we are see
ing increasing responsibilities for the 
maintenance of highways-not neces
sarily the maintenance, but for various 
aspects of the highway system being 
transferred to the Federal Government. 

So I suggest that it is inevitable that if 
we accede now to these demands, we will 
see pressures built in the future for mov
ing toward mammoth cargo trucks that 
will inflict serious damage on the roads 
we have already built at great Federal 
expense and will exacerbate the problem 
of safety. 

I need only remind our colleagues of 
the history of the drama tic increase in 
truck trailer length. Nearly all those that 
are on American roads today exceed 40 
feet. Yet, 25 years ago, the majority were 
less than 26 feet in length. The increase 
in axle weights will reduce the remaining 
life of our existing highways by between 
20 to 40 percent, according to estimates 
by State highway officials. 

Again, I suggest that this will lead to 
pressures by State highway departments 
for further financial assistance from the 
Federal Government, not merely to build 
roads but also to maintain them, to re
pair this excessive damage to them. 

I also point out at the National Trans
portation Safety Board, the National As
sociation of Counties, the American Au
tomobile Association, and the National 
Society of Professional Engineers oppose 
the increase. 

I commend the Senator from Yermont 
for having offered the amendment, and 
I urge all our colleagues to support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I sas· to 
the distinguished Senator from New York 
that we would like to have some of the 
advantages with respect to weights. I 
look again at the State of New York, and 
I see that New York has, on single axle, 
22,400 pounds, and on double axle it has 
36,000 pounds. Again, that is more than 
we are asking for in this bill. We are 
just asking that the other half of these 
States have a little equity and be able to 
match some of the weights that we see 
in the State of New York and in the State 
of Vermont and some of the weights that 
have been granted under the old act. 

I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment and in support of the 
position of the Senator from Texas. In 
addition to his excellent explanation of 
the need for this provision in the Fed
eral-Aid Highway Amendments of 1974, 
I would like to specifically discuss the 
necessity for increased allowable truck 
weights in the Western States. 

Truck transportation is very important 
to a number of our Western States that 
depend on long-haul road transportation 
far more than do more densely populated 
regions in the East. I recognize also that 
rail connections are more extensive in 
many Eastern States. In addition, the 
nature of indust:r:y in some Western 
States calls for heavy vehicles. The nat
ural resources industries characteristic 
of Western States--such as mining and 
timber industries-produce bulky prod
ucts that require heavier t rucks for trans
port than many processed and manu
factured products. 

According to information supplied to 
me, while more than 40 States have ade
quate single and tandem axles weight 
limitations, the legislatures of nine West
ern States have demonstrated during the 
last several years their need for higher 
load limits by adopting higher standards 
for their noninterstate roads. None of 
these States have adopted noninterstate 
s~andards in excess of 20,000 pounds 
smgle axle, and 34,000 pounds tandem 
axle. 
. There are currently 18 States-mostly 
m the East-which have single-axle and 
tandem-axle weight limits on their inter
state systems of at least 20,000 pounds 
and 34,000 pounds, respectively. These 
States were ''grandfathered" in the Fed
eral Highway Act of 1956. 

Whereas section 107 of this act would 
allow an increase to 20,000 pounds on 
a single axle and 34,000 pounds on a 
tandem axle, it is interesting to compare 
these proposed new limits with existing 
"grandfathered" limits in the East. 

For instance, the States of Maine, New 
York, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massa
chusetts, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, 
Maryland-plus others-presently allow 
single-axle weights above 20,000 pounds. 
The States of Vermont, New Hampshire, 
New York, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts 
Connecticut, Maryland, Rhode Island_: 
plus others-presently allow tandem
axle weights above 34,000 pounds. In fact, 
Maryland allows 40,000 pounds and Ver
mont allows 36,000 pounds. 

In other words, the provisions of sec
tion 107-while allowing a modest in
crease in truck weights-would still leave 
the Western States behind the East. In 
all fairness, and based on the need for 
the increased weights, I urge support for 
section 107 and rejection of the amend
ment. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President in 
the event that the amendment of the 
Senator from Vermont is agreed to and 
this modest increase under the bill is 
stricken, it is my intention to offer an 
amendment to change the grandfather 
date, which would have the effect of 
allowing nine Western States to catch 
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up partly with his State of Vermont. In 
the event that that amendment should 
not be agreed to, it is my intention to 
do what he has indicated he would have 
done had he had the opportunity as 
Governor of his State, and that is to 
turn down the weight limits now imposed 
on Vermont. We will roll those !imits 
back. 

If it is good for Vermont to have 
higher limits, it is good for Idaho to have 
higher limits. If it is good for Idaho to 
have lower limits, it is good for Vermont 
to have lower limits. 

I would assume that the Senator from 
Vermont and the junior Senator from 
New York would join me in that kind of 
fairness, in safety for the people of this 
country and for the drivers, in rolling 
back the limits in their own States to 
match the limits imposed upon us in 
some of the other States. 

I would suggest, too, that the Senator 
from Vermont did, indeed, point to one 
very salient factor, and that is the ques
tion of what happens to the safety of 
the driver and of other drivers on the 
highway if we increase load limits. It 
is my understanding that Senator HART 
will offer an amendment to set a limit 
on the front axle weights. We have per
haps sketchy or inadequate informat ion 
concerning the accuracy of the 10,000-
pound limit which he proposes to sug
gest; but it is my intention to support 
that amendment and to seek further 
information between now and the time 
this measure gets to conference, because 
I think there is a problem which should 
be addressed, if not in this legislation, 
in the future. 

Could the Senator from Texas indicate 
what his position might be with respect 
to the Hart amendment? 

Mr. BENTSEN. I say to the distin
guished Senator from Idaho that he is 
quite correct in that we did not have an 
opportunity to have hearings on that 
particular issue. What we have been able 
to find out from a very quick personal 
survey is that the chairman of the sub
commitee, the Senator from Texas is go
ing to support the amendment if it is 
adopted by the Senate and take it into 
the conference. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. This does, indeed, if the 
amendment is adopted--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. McCLURE. Will the Senator yield 
me 1 more minute? 

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield 1 more minute 
to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. McCLURE. I think this amend
ment does go a long way toward adopting 
the very legit imate concerns by the Sen
ator from Vermont with respect to the 
safety questions. I, therefore, support it. 

I wish to read just a couple of para
graphs concerning what happens under 
a weight increase. The people who bene
fit from section 107 are the farmers of 
this count ry and, indirectly, the consum
ers. The modest 7,000-pound per truck 
increase would mean: 

First, 116 bushels more of wheat
grain-load; 

Second, faster distribution o:Z fruits 
and vegetables, of which the trucking in
dustry carries 75 percent of the total; 

Third, approximately 7 more steers, 
20 hogs, 14 to 18 feeder cows per load; 
plus 

Fourth, better movement of chem
ical sprays, fertilizers, and farm ma
chinery. 

I urge the defeat of the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired. 
Who yields time? 
Mr. STAFFORD. I yield 5 minutes to 

the Senator from Virginia, Senator 
SCOTT. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, I appreciate the Senator yielding 
time to me. 

·I, too, serve on the committee and am 
very much concerned about the truck 
weight issue. Of course, the trucking in
dustry is, of course, very important to 
our country; and we do not want to do 
anything that will be harmful to the 
trucking interests. Yet we have to think, 
at a broader level, about what is in the 
public interest. I believe that the adop
tion of this amendment by the distin
guished Senator from Vermont is in the 
public interest. I urge that it be adopted. 

I believe the people o.f the country 
would favor this amendment by the Sen
ator from Vermont. 

A few years ago, this matter was before 
us. As I recall, the Senate passed by a 
wide margin, perhaps unanimously, a 
measure to increase the size of trucks. It 
came over to the House and the com
mittee favorably reported it. I believe 
that the Committee on Rules authorized 
the matter to be brought to the floor of 
the House, that the leadership in the 
House thought better of this and, because 
of the great public outcry against larger 
and heavier trucks, the leadership would 
not permit it to be brought up, . and the 
measure died without coming to a vote 
in the House of Representatives. 

In my opinion, the reason that the 
public is against t his, and I want to 
share a few letters from const ituents of 
mine on this, is they believe it will dam
age our highways and our bridges. The 
distinguished chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Transportation indicated that 
this was a matter for the States to decide 
and that this was permissive legislation 
only. And, of course, he is correct as to 
its being permissive legislation; but the 
Federal Government should have an in
terest in this, since they are providing 90 
percent of the funds for the construction 
of interstate and other highways. 

According to the findings cont ained in 
House Document 354 in the 88th Con
gress, the second session, increases from 
18,000 pounds per single axle and 32,000 
pounds tandem load limitations to 20,-
000 single axle and 35,000 tandem would 
decrease existing pavement life by 20 
percent. 

I am aware that the bill states 54 
rather than 35 now, but it would decrease 
existing pavement life by 20 percent and 
in the 10-year period following enact-

ment of these higher limits, increase 
resurfacing and maintenance costs by 30 
percent. 

Mr. President, I believe we need to 
think about highway safety, too. The 
safety ramifications of this proposal are 
increasingly called into question, espe
cially in light of the recent highway 
legislation, the Highway Safety Act and 
the Traffic and Motor Vehicle Act. It 
would just seem to me to be undoing the 
effect of highway safety programs by 
adding to the peril of the roads. 

According to the American Automo
bile Association, 48.3 percent of the fatal 
or injury-producing accidents involving 
carriers, trucks, and buses result from 
collision with an automobile. To every 
one truckdriver who is killed in such 
accidents, 38 motorists or passengers die. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. May I have 
2 more minutes, please? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield 2 more min
utes to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I thank the 
Senator from Vermont. 

For every truck driver injured, 10 
others are injured. More than two-thirds 
of all persons killed in motor vehicle ac
cidents are involved in auto-truck col
lisions. According to AAA findings, pas
sengers and car and light-truck drivers 
often experience acute anxiety, tension, 
discomfort, and even fear when passing, 
being passed by, or accompanying larger 
vehicles on the road. 

Mr. President, I hope that the time will 
come when we can have separate high
ways for trucks, because once again, this 
is a vital industry, but we are living in a 
time when we are talking about compact, 
lighter automobiles. This is not the time 
to be talking about heavier trucks. 

I should like to share, to the extent of 
the time available, some correspondence 
from constituents. A real estate agent in 
Roanoke writes: 

The situation is so dangerous now that I 
feel the passenger car is being forced from 
the highway ... a classmate of mine who is 
one of the best highway engineers in the East 
recently told me that one large truck does 
more damage to the highways than several 
thousand passenger cars. Also the construe~ 
tion has to be far more costly to accommo~ 
date the heavy trucks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's additional 2 minutes have expired. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, I do not know how much time we 
have, but will the Senator yield me 2 
additional minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont has 7 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Vermont yields 2 more 
minutes to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I appreciate 
that. 

The chairman of the board of super
visors of Fluvanna County, Va., writes: 

A bill sponsored by the Department of 
Transportation to increase the size, length, 
etc. of trucks on interstate roads is before 
the Congress. Please vigorously oppose this 
bill. 
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The vast majority of these trucks pay no 

attention to the speed limit. I am a defen
sive and conservative driver for over 50 years 
and within the past several weeks I had oc
casion to go to Virginia Beach and Roanoke, 
driving 55 MPH and trucks often passed me 
going from 65-70 mph. 

When it is raining these monsters with 
their 18 tires and arrogant drivers create such 
a fog that the driver of the car they pass 
cannot see. 

They constantly "tail gate" ten to 20 feet 
behind the leading vehicle. Their weight is 
destroying our highways. See what has hap
pener to I-81. I'm tired of subsidizing these 
vehicles. 

Mr. President, I have an editorial from 
the Virginian-Pilot, dated Monday, Au
gust 26, of this year, that is opposed to 
increasing the truck and weight size. I 
would like to read a portion of it which 
states: 

The Department of Transportation has 
figured that it could cost States up to $100 
million a year to repair highway wear and 
tear caused by heavier trucks. Virginia for 
one is already suffering from a shrinking 
highway dollar and ballooning construction 
costs; it doesn't need the doubtful benefits 
of heavier trucks pounding the roadways. 

At this point, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the editorial be 
included in full in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BIGGER TRUCKS 

A little-noted casualty of the $11 b1llion 
Federal mass-transit b111 approved by the 
House in the past week was a provision to 
raise by a ton the maximum allowable weight 
of trucks using Interstate highways. 

Motorists wm little mourn the loss. How
ever, the issue wasn't k1lled, only wounded. 
It wtll come up again next month when the 
Senate tackles an omnibus highway btll con
taining a simllar proposal. 

The American Automobtle Association 
tends to be jittery on the subject, especially 
as regards motorist safety. The AAA observes 
that whtle trucks are involved in few col
lisions with cars, motorist fatalities are high 
in such encounters. Emotion as well as sta
tistics is involved: passing--or being passed 
by--one of the behemoths could be hard on 
the nerves. 

The Department of Transportation has 
figured that it could cost states up to $100 
m1llion a year to repair highway wear and 
tear caused by heavier trucks. Virginia for 
one is already suffering from a shrinking 
highway dollar and ballooning construction 
costs; it doesn't need the doubtful benefits 
of heavier trucks pounding the roadways. 

Congress has gotten off to a stumbling 
start trying to raise Northeastern railroads 
from the dead. The intent is noble; for 
long-haul freight-carrying, ratlroads are four 
times as fuel-efficient as trucks. The Sen
ators ought to keep factors of safety and 
economy in mind when the highway bill 
comes up after their Labor Day vacation. 

A Virginia Beach resident writes: 
By personal observation, some of our in

terstate highways are already deteriorating 
rather early in their life. It stands to reason 
that increasing the already heavy loads im
posed by some trucks on the highways can
not help but increase road wear. 

A constituent from Hampton says: 
As a voting citizen of the Virginia Tide

water area, I urge you to oppose the bfil be
fore Congress proposing the use of longer 
and heavier trucks on the highways. These 

larger trucks are dangerous, as shown by sta
tistics of their involvement in fatal acci
dents. Furthermore, the American Trucking 
Association figures indicate that the larger 
trucks would offer very little lessening of the 
fuel crisis. 

The large trucks contribute to faster de
terioration of roads and bridges. The prob
lems they create for motorists include the 
difficulties of passing (especially in wet 
weather), being followed by them, approach
ing wide loads at highway speeds and blocked 
vision. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. In conclu
sion, Mr. President, I urge adoption of 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I urge that 
the amendment be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from Washington 
(Mr. MAGNUSON) has been seeking recog
nition. I yield to him. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
merely wanted to ask the manager of the 
bill a question which I think would clari
fy some portions of the legislation before 
us. 

As the distinguished chairman knows, 
at the present time in full conformity 
with the Federal Highway Act of 1956, as 
interpreted by the Federal Highway Ad
ministration, many States, including my 
own, now authorize weight limits and di
mensions of the Federal interstate high
way system that in some respects exceed 
those provided in this bill. 

In view of these facts, my question is 
as follows: 

Is it the intent of the committee that 
the provisions of this act would in any 
way lower the gross weights or dimen
sions that the States presently may legal
ly authorize by law or special permits 
on the Federal interstate system of high
ways? 

Mr. BENTSEN. The Senator from 
Texas would say to the Senator from 
Washington that the bil1 in no way 
changes the grandfather clause of the 
1956 act, and does not lower any of the 
limits. 

To answer the question specifically, it 
is not the intent of the committee that 
this bill would in any way lower the 
gross weights or dimensions that the 
States now legally authorize or would 
legally authorize by statute or special 
permit in the Federal interstate system 
of highways. 

I would call to the Senator's attention 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Idaho says he may propose an amend
ment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand. 
1\!r. BENTSEN. If this amendment 

should carry, then he may propose an 
amendment to lower the limits in the 
States which now have them in excess of 
that. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield very briefly, the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont would not affect States now 
grandfathered in. So neither the amend
ment nor the bill would have any effect. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sen
ator for that distinction. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD various material 
with respect to permissible truck weights 
on Interstate Highways. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MARCH 8, 1974. 
To: W. A. Bulley, Deputy Director of High

ways. 
From: Thomas R. Garlington/Michael A. 

McKean. 
Subject: Permissible truck weights on Inter-

state highways. 
-During its December 18, 1973, regular 

meeting, the Washington State :aighway 
Commission authorized the allowance of 
"Table B" weights on the interstate system 
by special permit ... Table B" weights are fully 
authorized 1n RCW 46.44.095. A copy of RCW 
46.44.095 as amended by section 3, chapter 
150, Laws of 1973 1st ex. sess. is attached to 
this op1n1on. 
-Prior to granting said permits, the Com

mission seeks to resolve whether such per
mits may be issued on interstate highways 
without violating Title 23, § 126 of the United 
States Code. If such permits may be granted, 
the Commission Wishes to know the permis
sible time pe·riods for which such permits 
may be issued. 
-After an examination of appllcable state 

and federal statutes, we have concluded that 
the Commission may issue special permits 
for "Table B" weights on the interstate high
way system. These permits may be granted on 
a single trip basis or for continuous opera
tion including annual permits. 
- Title 23, § 127 of the United States Code 

established certain axle and tandem weight 
limits on interstate highways: 

Vehicle weight and width limitations-In
terstate System. No funds authorized to be 
appropriated for any fiscal year under sec
tion 108(b) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1956 shall be apportioned to any State 
within the boundaries of which the Interstate 
System may lawfully be used by vehicles with 
weight in excess of eighteen thousand pounds 
carried on any one axle, or with a tandem
axle weight in excess of thirty-two thousand 
pounds, or with an overall gross weight of 
seventy-three thousand two hundred and 
eighty pounds, or With a Width in excess of 
ninety-six inches, or the corresponding max
imum weights or maximum widths permitted 
for vehicles using the public hiqhwa,,s of 
such State under laws or regulations estab
lished by appropriate State authority fn et .. 
feet on July 1, 1956, whichever fs the greater. 
Any amount which 1s Withheld from appor
tionment to any State pursuant to the fore
going provisions shall1apse. This section shall 
not be construed to deny apportionment to 
any state allowing the operation within such 
state of any vehicles or combinations there
of that could be lawfully operated wfthfn 
such State on July 1, 1956. With respect to 
the State of Hawaii, laws or regulations ln 
effect on February 1, 1960, shall be applicable 
for the purposes of this section in lieu of 
those in effect on July 1, 1956. (Emphasis 
added). 

The maximum allowable weight established 
by § 127 is the greater of 18,000 pounds on 
a single axle, 32,000 pounds on a tandem 
axle and 73,280 pounds gross weight or the 
corresponding state maximum weights per• 
mltted by state law on July 1, 1966. 

A review of the weight laws in effect in 
Washington State on July 1, 1956 indicates 
that Washington had maximum weights ex
ceeding those alternate weight maximums 
set by§ 127. 



September 11, 1974 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 30831 
The predecessor of our present RCW 

46.44.040 (Maximum Gross Weights-Axle 
Factor) was section 4, chapter 384, Laws of 
1955, which provided in part: 

(1) It is unlawful to operate any vehicle 
upon the public highway with a gross weight 
including load upon any one axle thereof in 
excess of eighteen thousand pounds. 

It is unlawful to operate any one axle 
semitrailer upon the public highways with 
a. gross weight including load upon such one 
axle in excess of eighteen thousand pounds. 

It is unlawful to operate any truck or 
truck tractor upon the public highways of 
this state supported upon two axles with a. 
gross weight including load in excess of 
twenty-eight thousand pounds. 

It is unlawful to operate any semitraile1 
or pole tra11er upon the public highways sup
ported upon two axles with a gross weight 
including load in excess of thirty-two 
thousand pounds. It is unlawful to operate 
any two axle trailer upon the public high~ 
ways with a gross weight, including load, in 
excess of thirty-six thousand pounds. 

That statute provided ordinary maximum 
gross axle weights. 

The above language was followed by the 
predecessor of RCW 46.44.090. (Special per
mits for oversize or overweight movements) 
section 34, chapter 269, Laws of 1951, which 
read: 

The director of highways with respect to 
primary and secondary state highways and lo
cal authorities with respect to public high
ways under their jurisdiction may, upon ap
plication in writing and good cause being 
shown therefore, issue a special permit in 
writing authorizing the applicant to operate 
or move a vehicle or combin·ation of vehicles 
of a size, weight of vehicle or load exceeding 
the maximum specified in this chapter or 
otherwise not in conformity with the provi
sions of this oh.apter upon any public high
way under the jurisdiction of the authority 
granting such permit and for the mainte
nance of which such authority 1s respon
sible. 

No overweight permit shall be issued to 
any vehicle or combination of vehicles un
less such vehicle or combination of vehicles 
1s licensed for the maximum gross weight 
allowed by law. 

This language allowed the director of high
ways (later the Commission) to grant special 
permits for weight above those specified in 
RCW 46.44.040. 

Next came the version of RCW 46.44.090 
(Gross Weight Limit) in effect in 1956, sec
tion 12, chapter 254, Laws of 1953, which 
read: 

No special permit shall be issued for move
ment on any primary or secondary state high 
way or route of state primary or secondary 
highway within the limits of any city or town 
where the gross weight, including load, ex
ceeds twenty-two thousand pounds on a sin
gle axle or forty-one thousand pounds on any 
group of axles having a wheelbase between 
the first and last axle thereof less than ten 
feet: Provided, That a tolerance of two thou
sand pounds may be allowed on any group of 
axles having a wheelbase between the first 
and last axle thereof of less than ten feet 
when the permit is being issued for the maxi
mum overload permitted under this section: 
Provided further, That the tolerance shall 
not be allowed unless secifically granted on 
the face of the permit: Provided further, The 
weight limitations pertaining to single axles 
may be exceeded to permit the movement of 
equipment operating upon single pneumatic 
tires and having a rim width of 20 inches or 
more and a rim diameter of 24 inches or more 
or dual pneumatic tires having a rim width 
of 20 inches or more and a rim diameter of 
24 inches or more or dual pneumatic tires 
having a. rim width of 16 inches or more and 

a. rim diameter of 24 inches or more. Appli
cation shall be made in writing on special 
forms provided by the h ighway commission 
and shall be submitted at least 36 hours in 
advance of the proposed movement. (Em
phasis added) . 

This language established maximum axle 
weight limits under special permits of 22,000 
pounds on a single axle or 41,000 pounds on 
a tandem axle. Since a. tolerance of 2000 
pounds addit ional on a tandem axle could be 
granted on the special permit, the top end 
tandem axle weight limit in effect was 43,000 
pounds, by special permit. 

The 1956 version of RCW 46.44.092 (Spe~ 
cial permits for oversize or overweight move
ments-overall Width limits-Application for 
permit) was section 2, chapter 146, Laws of 
1955: 

No special permit shall be issued for move
ment on any two lane state highway outside 
the limits of any city or town where the 
overall width of load exceeds fourteen feet, 
on any three lane state highway where the 
overall width of load exceeds twenty-two 
feet, or on any four lane state highway where 
the overall width of load exceeds thirty-two 
feet: Provided, That (1) these width limita
tions may be exceeded on state highways 
where the latest ava1lable traffic figures show 
that the highway or section of highway car
ries less than one hundred vehicles per day; 
(2) permits may be issued for weights and 
widths in excess of the preceding limitations 
on highways, or sections of highways which 
have been designed and constructed for 
weights and widths in excess of such limi
tations; (3) these limitations may be re
scinded when certification is made by m111-
tary officials as to the necessity for such 
action and when in the opinion of the high
way commission, the movement or action is 
a. necessary emergency movement or action: 
Provided further, That the structures and 
highway surfaces on the routes involved are 
determined to be capable of sustaining 
weights in excess of such limitations; (4) 
these limitations shall not apply to farmers 
moving farm machinery between farms dur
ing daylight hours if the movement does not 
pass along and upon any primary or sec
ondary state highway for a distance greater 
than thirty-five m11es, if properly patrolled 
and :flagged. 

The applicant tor any special permft shall 
specifically describe the vehicle or vehicles 
and load to be operated or moved and the 
particular state highways for which permit 
to operate is requested and whether such 
permit is requested tor a single trip or for 
continuous operation. (Emphasis added). 

-That statute provided that special per
mits for overweight and over-width could 
be granted on either a single trip basis or 
"for continuous operation." The special per
mit language of RCW 46.44.092 still provides 
for a continuous operation special permit. 

Thus, on July 1, 1956, statutes in effect in 
Washington authorized the issuance of a spe
cial permit for a single trip or continuous 
operation to any truck carrying an axle load 
of up to 22,000 pounds for a single axle and 
up to 43,000 pounds for tandem axles. 

Based upon the foregoing discussion, we 
conclude that permits authorizing Table B 
weights on interstate highways would not 
confiict with section 127 of Title 23 U.S. 
Code, since those weights fall within the legal 
weights permitted in this state on July 1, 
1956. The annual permit provided for by 
chapter 150, Laws of 1973 1st ex. sess., is 
within the scope of the "continuous opera
tion" special permit existing on July 1, 1956, 
and Twble B special permits may therefore be 

grant ed on a single trip basis or by annual 
special permit. · 

WASHINGTON LAWS, 1973 FIRST EXTRA SESSION 
Sec. 3. Section 46.44.095, chapter 12, Laws 

of 1961 as last amended by section 55, chapter 
281, Laws of 1969 ex. sess. and RCW 46.44.095 
are each amended to read as follows: 

When fully licensed to the maximum gross 
weight permitted under RCW 46.44.040, a 
two-axle truck or a three-axle truck operated 
as a solo unit and not in combination shall 
be eligible to carry gross weight in excess of 
that permitted for such a vehicle in RCW 
46.44.040 upon the payment to the state 
highway commission of a fee of thirty dollars 
for each one thousand pounds of excess 
weight: Provided, That the axle loads of such 
vehicles shall not exceed the limits specified 
in RCW 46.44.040 and the tire limits specified 
in RCW 46.44.042 or the wheel I'Jase require
ments specified in RCW 46.44.044. 

When fully licensed to a minimum gross 
weight of seventy-two thousand pounds a 
three or more axle truck tractor and a three 
or more axle dromedary truck tractor, and a 
three or more axle truck, when operating in 
combination with another vehicle or vehicles 
(the licensed gross weight of which, if any, 
shall be included when computing the mini
mum gross weights set forth above), shall be 
eligible under special permits to be issued by 
the state highway commission to carry addi
tional gross loads beyond the licensed capac
ity of the combination of vehicles upon the 
payment of a fee based upon thirty dollars 
per year for each one thousand pounds of 
such additional gross weight but not to ex
ceed one hundred and twenty dollars for the 
total additional weight: Provided, That the 
axle loads of such vehicles shall not exceed 
the limits specified in RCW 46.44.040 and the 
tire limits specified in RCW 46.44.042: And 
provided further, That the gross weight of a 
three or more axle truck operated in com
bination with a two or three-axle trailer shall 
not exceed seventy-six thousand pounds, and 
the gross weight for a three or more axle 
truck tractor operated in combination with a 
semitrailer shall not exceed seventy-three 
thousand two hundred eighty pounds except 
where the semitrailer is eligir:>le to carry a 
gross load of thirty-six thousand pounds pur
suant to the provisions of RCW 46.44.040, in 
which even the maximum gross weight of 
the combination shall not exceed seventy-six 
thousand pounds. The minimum additional 
tonnage to be purchased pursuant to this 
paragraph for a three or more axle tractor to 
be operated in combination with a semi
trailer shall not be less than one thousand 
two hundred and eighty pounds. The permits 
provided for in the two preceding paragraphs 
shall be known as class A additional tonnage 
permits. 

In addition to the gross weight purchased 
pursuant to RCW 46.16.070, 46.16.115, 46.44. 
037, and the foregoing provisions of this sec
tion and where, in the case of combinations 
of vehicles, the maximum gross weight per
mitted by law, including the preceding pro
visions of this section, has been purchased, a 
special permit for additional gross weight 
may be issued by the state highway com
mission upon the payment of thirty-seven 
dollars and fifty cents per year for each one 
thousand pounds of such additional gross 
weight: Provided, The tire llmits specified in 
RCW 46.44.042 shall apply, and the gross 
weight on any single axle shall not exceed 
twenty thousand pounds and the gross load 
on any group of axles shall not exceed the 
folloWing table: 
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Maxi mum load in pounds carried on any group of 2 or more 
consecutive axles-

Maximum load in pounds carried on any group of 2 or more 
consecutive axles-

Distance in feet be
tween the extremes 
of any group of 2 
or more consecu
tive axles: 

30 _____________ ___ ______ 58,500 62,000 66, 500 
31__ __ ______ ___ ___ __ ___ _ 59,000 62,500 67,500 
32 __ ________ _____ _______ 60,000 63,500 68,000 
33 ________ __ _____ ____________ ___ 64, 000 68, 500 

9 

83, 000 - - -------
83,500 - -- ---- --
84, 500 90, 000 
85, 000 90, 500 

4 __ __ - -- - - --- --- 34, 000 --- - --- ----- -- --- - - --- -- ------ - -------- - --- - - - --- ------ ---

34 ____________ _________ _________ 64,500 69, 000 
35 _____________ ________________ _ 65, 500 70, 000 

72,000 
72,500 
73, 000 
74, 000 
74, 500 
75, 000 
75, 500 
76, 000 
77,000 
77, 500 
78, 000 
78, 500 
79, 000 
80,000 
80,500 
81,000 
81,500 
82,000 
83,000 
83,500 
84,000 
84,500 
85, 000 
86, 000 
86, 500 
87, 500 
87, 500 
88,000 
89, 000 
89, 500 
90,000 

77, 500 
78,000 
78, 500 
79, 000 
80, 000 
80, 500 
81 , 000 
81,500 
82, 000 
82,500 
83, 500 
84, 000 
84, 500 
55, 000 
85, 500 
86,000 
87, 000 
87,500 
88,000 
88,500 
89, 000 
89, 500 
90, 500 
91, 000 
91,500 
92,000 
92,500 
93, 000 
94,000 
94, 500 
95,000 

85, 500 91, 000 
86, 000 91, 500 

5 ___ ____ - ------ - 34, 000 - - - - --- - - ---- - --- ---- --- ----------- - -- - --- - ----- - - --- -----
6 __ -- - -- - ----- -- 34, 000 - - - - -- --- - --- - --- ---------------- - -- - - - --- - ----- ----- - ----
7-- - -- ---- - ---- - 34,000 -- - --- - --- - - - - - - --- - - --- - ---------------------- - ----- -----

36 _______ _____ __ __ ______________ 66,000 70,500 86, 500 92, 000 
37---------- -- - ----- -------- -- -- 66, 500 71, 000 87, 000 93, 000 

8 __ __ ____ _____ __ 34,000 42,000 - - --- --- - --- - - - - - --- - - - ----- - --------------- -- - - --
38 ________ ________ _____ _________ 67, 500 72,000 87, 500 93, 500 

9-- -- --- ------ - - 39, 000 42, 500 - - -- - -- ---- -- - ------- - - - - - --- - --- - - - ------ ----- - --
10. -- ----- - ----- 40, 000 43, 500 -- ---- -- ------- - --- --- - - ------------ - ------- - --- - -

39 ___________________________ ___ 68, 000 72,500 88, 500 94, 000 40 ____________________________ __ 68, 500 73,000 89, 000 94, 500 

11 . - ------------ -- - - - - -- 44, 000 ---- - -- ------ --- ------ - ---- - - -- --------- - - - ---- -- -
12 __ --- - --- - ------- --- -- 45, 000 50, 000 --- - - - ------ - ----- --- -- --- -- - --- --- - - - - --- ~t============================= ~~: ~~~ H: ~~~ 

89, 500 95, 000 
90, 000 95, 500 
90, 500 96, 000 

13 __ ___ ________ ___ ___ ___ 45,500 50,500 - -- - - - --- --- - -- -- ----- --- -- - - ----- - ------- 44 ______________________________ 71,500 75,500 91, 000 96, 500 
14 __ ___ __ ________ __ _____ 46,500 51, 500 - - ---- - - ---- - - - -- -- - --- - ---- --- - -- -- ---- -- 45 ___ _______ ______ ______________ 72,000 76,000 91, 500 97, 500 
15 ________________ ______ 47,000 52,000 - - ------ -- - - - - -- -- ----- - -- -------- - --- -- - -
16 _________ _______ __ ____ 48,000 52,500 58, 000 --- - - --- - - - ---- - ---- --- - - -- --- --- -

46 ________ ___ ___ ___ _____________ 72, 500 76, 500 

47-- - -------- - -- --- ------------- 73,500 77,500 
92, 500 98, 000 

17-- ----- - - - ---- ------ - - 48, 500 53,500 58, 500 --- - - - -- - --- - --- - - -- - -- -- --- ---- - - 48 ________ ______ ________________ 74,000 78,000 
93, 000 98, 500 
93, 500 99, 000 

18 ____ ___ ____ ____ ____ __ _ 49, 500 54, 000 59, 000 --- --- ------ -- -- - - --- -- - ---------- 49 ________ _____ __ _______________ 74, 500 78, 500 
50 ______________________ ________ 75,500 79,000 94, 000 99, 500 

19 _______ ____ __ _____ __ __ 50, 000 54, 500 60,000 - - - -- - - ---- - - - ---- - ---- - - - - - - --- --

~~=== = = ==== == === === = ==== ~}: ~~~ ~~: ~~~ ~~: ~~~ ~~: ~~~ == === ============= ==== == == 22 __ __ ____ ___ ___ ________ 52,500 56,500 61,500 67,000 - - - - -------- - ----- - ---- - -- ~~============================== ~~: ~~~ ~~: ~~~ 53 __________ __________ __________ 77, 500 81, 000 

94, 500 100, 000 
95, 000 100, 500 
95, 000 101, 000 
96, 500 102, 000 
97, 000 102, 500 
97, 500 103, 000 
98, 000 103, 500 
98, 500 104, 000 
99, 000 104, 500 
99, 500 105, 000 

23 __ __ ____ __ __ _________ _ 53,000 57, 500 62,500 68,000 - ----- --------- - - - - - --- - --
24 ___ _________ ___ ______ _ 54,000 58,000 63, 000 68,500 74, 000 - -- ---------------

54 ______________ _____________ __ _ 78, 000 81,500 
55 _____ ___________ ______________ 78,500 82,500 

25 ____ _____ _____ __ __ ____ 54, 500 58,500 64,500 69,000 74, 500 ---- - ----- -- - - - ---
26. -- --- --- --- - - ---- -- - - 55, 500 59, 500 65, 000 69, 500 75, 000 - -- ------ - - - --- - --
27- - - -- ----- --- --- --- --- 56,000 60,000 65, 000 70,000 75,500 -- - - -- - - - - - ----- -- ~~============================== ~~: ~~~ ~~: ~~~ 
28 ________ ____ ____ ___ ___ 57, 000 60, 600 65, 500 71, 000 76,500 82,000 --- - - - --- ~g============== == = = ============ = ==== == = ~~: ~~~ 29 ____ _______ ___ ________ 57, 500 61, 500 66, 000 71,500 77,000 82,500 ----- - --- 60.----------------------------- --- ---- - 85, 500 100, 500 105, 500 

Permits issued pursuant to the foregoing 
paragraph shall be known as class B addi
tional tonnage permits. 

The special permits provided for in this 
section shall be issued under such rules and 
regulations and upon such terms and con
ditions as may be prescribed by the state 
highway commission. Such special permits 
shall entitle the permittee to carry such ad
ditional load in such an amount and upon 
such highways or sections of highways as 
may be determined by the state highway 
commission to be capable of withstanding 
such increased gross load without undue in
jury to the highway: Provided, That the per
mits shall not be valid on any highway where 
the use of such permits would deprive this 
state of federal funds for highway purposes. 

The annual additional tonnage permits 
provided for in this section shall commence 
on the first of January of each year. The 
permits may be purchased at any time, and 
1f they are purchased for less than a full 
year. the fee shall be one twelfth of the full 
fee multiplied by the number of months, in
cluding any fraction thereof covered by the 
permit. When the department issues a dupli
cate permit to replace a lost or destroyed 
permit and where the department transfers a 
permit from one vehicle to another a fee of 
five dollars shall be charged for each such 
duplicate issued or each such t r ansfer. The 
state highway commission shall issue such 
special permits on a temporary basis for pe
riods not less than ten days at a fee of one 
dollar per day in the case of class A permits 
and not less than five days at two dollars per 
day in t he case of class B permits. 

The fees levied in RCW 46.44.094 and this 
section shall not apply to any vehicles owned 
and operated by the State of Washington, 
any county within the State or any city or 
town within the State, or by the federal gov
ernment. 

In the case of fleets prorating license fees 
under the provisions of chapter 46.85 the 
fees provided for in RCW 46.44.037 and 46.-
44.095 shall be computed by the state high
way commission by applying the proportion 
of the Washington mileage of the fleet in 
question to the total mileage of the fleet 
as reported pursuant to chapter 46.85 to the 
fees that would be required to purchase the 
additional weight allowance for all eligible 
vehicles or combinations of vehicles for 
which the extra weight allowance is re
quested. 

The state highway commission shall pro-

rate the fees provided in RCW 46.44.037 and 
46.44.095 only 1f the name of the operator 
or owner is submitted on official listings of 
authorized fleet operators furnished by the 
department of motor vehicles. Listings fur
nished shall also include the percentage of 
mileage operated in Washington, which shall 
be the same percentage as determined by 
the department of motor vehicles, for pur
poses of prorating license fees. 

PORTLAND, OREG., 
March 14, 1974. 

Permisstble Truck Weights on Interstate 
Highway~ Washington. 

Assistant Regional Counsel. 
Mr. DAVID E. WELLS, 
Chief Counsel, Washington, D.C. 
Attention: Mr. Hugh T. O'Reilly, Motor 

Carrier and Highway Safety Law 
Division. 

Attached is a legal opinion of the Chief 
Counsel, Washington Department of High
ways, that the State may issue annual per
mits for weights above the basic limits set 
forth in 23 U.S.C. 127 under Washington 
law in effect on July 1, 1956. 

We concur in the Chief Counsel's legal 
opinion. May we have your comments on 
the matter prior to our responding to Mr. 
Garlington's letter. 

JAMES F. ZOTTER. 

DEPART MENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
March 20, 1974. 

Subject: Special Permits-Washington. 
From: Assistant Chief Counsel for Motor 

Carrier and Highway Safety Law. 
To: Mr. Robert B. Rutledge, Regional 

Counsel. 
Attention: Mr. James F. Zotter, Portland, 

Oreg. 
In response to your memorandum of 

March 14, we have reviewed the opinion 
of the Attorney General of the State of 
Washington on the subject of limitations 
on special permit issuance in that State, in 
which you concur. The opinion is well 
reasoned, and we agree that special permits 
for continuous operation of vehicles within 
the gross weights specified in table B of RCW 
46.44.095 may be issued without con
travening 23 U.S.C. 127, as long as the axle 
weights of 22,000 pounds single and 43,000 
pounds tandem mentioned in the opinion 
are not exceeded. 

ISAAC D. BENKIN. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield the Senator 
from Florida 5 minutes. 

Mr. GURNEY. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. President, I oppose the amend
ment offered by my good friend from 
Vermont, and I support the provision 
now in the bill, and support the posi
tion of the manager of the bill, the dis
tinguished Senator from Texas (Mr. 
BENTSEN). 

Section 107 of the bill would raise the 
Federal limits on axle weights from 18,-
000 to 20,000 pounds single and from 
32,000 to 34,000 pounds tandem. In addi
tion, it would replace the outdated cur
rent maximum gross weight limit of 73,-
280 pounds with bridge formula "B" and 
a top of 80,000 pounds. 

I think perhaps what I may say about 
this section of the bill has perhaps some 
importance, because my State of Florida, 
long a leader in the development of com
mercial activities, and transportation of 
goods, presently has a single axle weight 
limit of 20,000 pounds plus a 10-percent 
tolerance, allowing a 22,000-pound lim
itation. 

The tandem axle weight limitation is 
40,000 pounds with the same 10-percent 
tolerance, for a total of 44,000 pounds. 

In other words, we exceed what is 
proposed in the bill by a fairly consider
able margin. 

We are as careful of our highways as 
any other State, and yet we have not 
found that there has been an experi
ence in the State of Florida that has 
shown excessive highway deterioration 
because of this weight limit that we use 
which, in the case of a single axle, equals 
what is proposed in the bill, and exceeds 
what is proposed in the bill as far as a 
tandem axle is concerned. 

One of the things that I think we 
have to think about is that a great deal 
that has been said here about that we 
should not have heavier trucks, or trucks 
that are consuming more fuel. The point 
of the matter is that today we do have 
the big and heavy trucks. What is hap-
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pening is that they are moving along 
the highways with a good portion of their 
space unused, because, while they might 
go out of the State of Florida with 20,000 
pounds or even 22,000 pounds on a single 
axle, with a 10-percent tolerance, and 
up to 40,000 to 44,000 pounds with a tan
dem axle, if they move up to, say, New 
York-and that is where a great many 
of them go; a good many of our fruit 
and vegetable products move up to New 
York City-they have to conform to the 
lowest weight limits in the intervening 
States between Florida and New York, 
and much of the truck space that moves 
out of Florida is unused for that reason. 

The Senator from Idaho <Mr. Mc
CLURE) mentioned a short time ago how 
important this is to the farmers and con
sumers of the country. I could not agree 
more. Let me give an example of what 
happened last winter. 

During the energy crisis that hit the 
country in January, February, and 
March, we had a particular problem in 
the State of Florida, which was getting 
citrus products out of the State to the 
markets in New York and the indus
trial East. They move in large part by 
truck, and some by train. Trucks, of 
course, were cut down because of the fact 
that they could not get the diesel fuel 
to move, and so the number of trucks 
going out of Florida was considerably 
less than normally. 

If we could have filled the big trucks 
with the citrus products and vegetable 
products we wanted to move from Flor
ida to the Northeast, the Northeast could 
have gotten a lot more vegetables and 
citrus products, which they needed, and 
our farmers could have moved a whole 
lot of our products which they were not 
able to move, and which actually de
teriorated on the tree or in the ground, 
and they suffered great losses. 

All this could have been avoided if we 
had had an axle weight limit which more 
nearly corresponded with what is in the 
bill. 

So again I say, as far as the energy 
crisis is concerned-and it is still with 
us, as far as costs are concerned; we are 
able to get the diesel fuel we want today 
in the quantities, apparently, that we 
want it, and gasoline as well, but we have 
to pay greatly excessive prices for it, 
twice, perhaps, what we paid a year ago 
-that all of this is translated into the 
cost of farm produce that goes to market. 
If a truck has to move from the State of 
Florida, which is one of the great fruit
and vegetable-producing States in the 
Nation, to cities in the Midwest and the 
North half filled or two-thirds filled be
cause of this axle limitation, of course 
what we are doing is burning up fuel ex
cessively that we do not need to bum; it 
is adding to our energy costs and also 
adding to the price of our produce that 
moves to market, and is adding to the in
flation and hurting a lot of people. 

So I think this is a very sensible thing 
we are doing here, and I do say, as a Sen
ator from a State which presently has 
these axle limits, and actually exceeds 
them in the case of the tandem axle, that 
it has worked out very well. I hope the 
Senate will reject the amendment, and 
hold the provision in the bi!l. .. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's 5 minutes has just expired. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the name of the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT
TON) be added as a cosponsor of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I have 
listened with great interest to my dis
tinguished friend the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. GuRNEY), and have noted 
that his State does permit higher axle 
loadings than many other States. 

I do not necessarily draw any casual 
connection between that and the fact 
that this bill contains a $116-million au
thorization for repair of bridges from 
Florida down to Key West; but it is quite 
possible that that additional weight has 
been a factor in the request for repair 
of those bridges. 

I would like to comment, Mr. Presi
dent---

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Very briefly, because 
I have but little time remaining. I yield 
the Senator 1 minute. 

Mr. GURNEY. I thank the Senator. I 
do want to say that as far as that bridge 
to Key West is concerned, it is about the 
oldest highway in the State, and is ac
tually built over a railroad trestle. It was 
erected to go to Key West back in the 
1920s, and really has nothing to do with 
the bill. 

Mr. STAFFORD. All I am suggesting 
to the distinguished Senator is that it 
may have worn out faster because of the 
heavy weight of the trucks that use it. 

I commend the distinguished Senator 
from Virginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT) 
for his excellent speech to the Senate 
this afternoon in connection with the 
safety considerations involved in increas
ing the weight of trucks, and I shall not 
dwell on that further in my closing re
marks. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that 
basically we are considering two things. 
First, safety, the safety of the traveling 
public. Most of the traveling public on 
the highways of this country are travel
ing in private cars. 

Then we are talking about economics. 
Here I would like to say that axle loads of 
vehicles have a relationship to the useful 
life of road pavement. The $27 million 
AASHTO road test revealed that increas
ing single axle loads from 18,000 pounds 
to 20,000 pounds, as proposed in this leg
islation, brings about a 60 percent in
crease in the wear and tear on the pave
ment attributable to the movement of 
heavy loads. 

A 2,000-pound increase in tandem axle 
loads from 32,000 to 34,000 as proposed 
in this legislation brings about a similar 
increase of 33 percent. 

Testimony of American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Offi
cials regarding current proposals reveals 
that, if enacted, they can result in an 
average loss of the remaining life of a 
facility of between 25 and 40 percent. • 

Now, much has been made this after
noon of the argument that truckers will 

need greater uniformity among the 
States with regard to weights. It has to 
be said that the bill pending before the 
Senate this afternoon does not achieve 
uniformity. There would still be 20 States 
which vary from the national limits in 
either axle or gross weight requirements 
by virtue of the grandfather clause. 

There has also been comment on the 
$27 million Illinois road test. Let me point 
out that the most important feature of 
that test or those tests, as I said earlier 
in my opening speech, is the fact that 
the recommended weight increases were 
only part of a package of recommenda
tions. The rest of the package called for 
various safety regulations to be promul
gated before weight increases were al
lowed. Some of those regulations have 
been issued but will not take effect until 
next year. Others have never even been 
proposed. 

Finally, Mr. President, I wish to point 
out that the National Transportation 
Safety Board, the National Association 
of Counties, and the National Society of 
Professional Engineers oppose the in
crease provided in the committee bill for 
axle weights because of safety hazards 
including damage to existing bridges, and 
because of accelerated deterioration of 
highways. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, we have 

been discussing some of these people 
who have the responsibility for mruntain
ing highways. Let me just say we had 
them before us in the committee hear
ings, and they testified at length. We felt 
that these were very reasonable limits 
that we were putting in, and substantially 
less than were asked for by many, many 
people who testified. 

Section 107 of this bill-and that is 
the section we are referring to when we 
are talking about weights-has the sup
port of the Department of Transporta
tion, the American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials. 

Those are some of the people who are 
responsible for the maintenance that we 
are talking about; and then there are 
the National Governors' Conference and 
the National Legislative Conference. 

We are not calling for larger trucks. 
We are talking about using the existing 
trucks more efficiently. We are talking 
about raising the weight per axle by 2,000 
pounds to a limitation that at least half 
the States in this Nation already have. 
Trucks in those States can carry that 
kind of weight on their axles. 

So what we are trying to do is bring 
about some equity in the transportation 
system of this country, trying to bring 
about some uniformity in it, trying to 
bring about some cost reductions in 
transportation that can be passed onto 
the consumers of this country. That is 
what the crux of this argument is, and 
that is what was considered by the com
mittee as they were concerned with these 
weights that were proposed. 

So I ask that this body vote against 
this amendment. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STAFFORD. How much time re
mains, Mr. President? \ 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont has 1 minute, and 
the Senator from Texas has 3 minutes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I con
clude by saying that, in the view of the 
Senator from Vermont, who hopes the 
Senate will adopt this amendment, we 
are talking principally about the safety 
of the American traveling public on the 
highways of this Nation. 

I believe that the experience of the 
American public with heavy trucks on 
our Interstate System is such that it 
would prefer, by the vast majority, that 
the size and weight of trucks do not 
grow, and that the present limits on axle 
weights be left as they are in the pres
ent law. 

Mr. BENTSEN. The Western Highway 
Institute, in testifying before the com
mittee, showed that trucks, as a group, 
have a better highway accident frequency 
ratio than all other motor vehicles com
bined. 

Mr. President, let me further say it 
this amendment carries, and it is the ma
jority viewpoint of this body that in the 
interests of safety these weights should 
be cut down, then I will look with a great 
deal of interest on the proposal of the 
Senator from Idaho because what is sauce 
for the goose is certainly sauce for the 
gander. If we are concerned with safety 
in the State of Texas and the State of 
Oklahoma, to that extent then we ought 
to be concerned with that safety in the 
State of Vermont and the State of New 
York. I look forward to the offering of 
that amendment. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, how 
much time is remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas has approximately 2 
minutes. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield the remainder 
of my time to the distinguished chair
man of the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia is recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, what 
the Senator from Texas, the manager of 
this measure, has said is true in refer
ence to the opposition of the committee 
to the amendment offered by the able 
Senator from Vermont. 

I want to add that this was, perhaps, 
the most difficult issue to resolve as we 
fashioned the bill and brought it to the 
floor. We are attempting to cope with the 
problem of truck weights. But, Mr. Presi
dent, I think it is very important that we 
indicate that this is another issue that 
has been injected by last winter's fuel 
shortage; but one which has confronted 
us before. There was hardship, and in
convenience imposed on the trucking in
dustry by the energy crisis. This indus
try is a vital segment of our transporta
tion network in the United States of 
America and, as we were convinced of 
their fuel shortages, costs, and mandated 
compulsory compliance with low speed 
limits Mr. President, we are also con
vinced by their arguments for modest 
increase in weights. 

Balanced against this situation, of 
course, are the considerations of high
way safety. We are conscious of these 

matters as they have been so ably stated 
by the Senator from Virginia <Mr. WIL
LIAM L. ScoTT), a member of our com
mittee. But, here we are attempting to 
cope with the utilization of a segment of 
our transportation industry which is 
vital to agriculture and we recognize 
that we are not doing something that is 
comprehensive, but incremental. We are 
attempting to reach an economic solu
tion without upsetting the delicate bal
ance of safety concerns. 

The modest increases suggested in 
section 107 of S. 3934 are needed to offset 
some of the economic problems faced by 
the industry because of the recent en
ergy crisis and the mandating of the 
55 miles per hour speed limit. 

Truckers are complaining that the 
cost of diesel fuel has doubled, and that 
these lower limits have cut productivity 
by 27 to 28 percent. This is reduction in 
total truck capacity of approximately 
8 percent. 

Agricultural producers have noted 
that due to removal of many railroad 
cars there are not enough trucks to go 
around. Since these products are not 
regulated, the price of carrying them 
from farm to market has increased con
siderably. This adds to the economic 
burden of rural America to which we 
must be sensitive. 

It is an old story, but still factual 
that many of the States we have heard 
spoken of today were grandfathered in 
when the 1956 act was passed; the act 
has never been properly adjusted for 
other States which I feel was the intent 
of the legislation. 

The reason for the 80,000-pounds 
limit the Commission placed on overall 
gross weight was to make negligible the 
chance that trucks would be have to be 
longer. This weight is simply not enough 
of an increase to justify larger truck 
sizes. 

Again, section 107 has no intention of 
increasing truck sizes, but is submitted 
to augment the efficient use of existing 
equipment. 

One final point is that the weight in
creases proposed will have a minimal 
effect on highway safety. The committee 
fully realized that after January 1, 1975, 
new brake standards will be required by 
NHTSA and was assured of such by Dr. 
Gregory, Administrator of that organiza
tion. With these points clarified I want 
to reaffirm the reasonable tone of this 
provision and lend it my complete sup
port. 

I trust that the amendment offered
I am sure in good conscience by our col
league from Vermont-will not be sup
ported sufficiently. The committee gave 
to this matter very, very careful concern. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont. The yeas and the nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. METZENBAUM (after having 
voted in the a:mrmative). I have a live 
pair with the Senator from Georgia <Mr. 
TALMADGE). I have already voted "yea." 

If he were present and voting he would 
vote "nay.'' I, therefore, withdraw my 
vote. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Indiana <Mr. 
BAYH), the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
HASKELL), and the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. INOUYE) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas <Mr. FuLBRIGHT), the Sen
ator from Minnesota <Mr. HuMPHREY), 
and the Senator from Georgia <Mr. TAL
MADGE) are absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. HUMPHREY) would vote "nay.'' 

On this vote, the Senator from Colo
rado <Mr. HASKELL) is paired with the 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. BAYH). If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Colorado would vote "yea'' and the Sen
ator from Indiana would vote "nay.'' 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER), the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the 
Senator from Kentucky <Mr. CooK) , the 
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK), 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD
WATER), and the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. HELMS) are necessarilY 
absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the Senator from D
linois (Mr. PERCY), and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. ScHWEIKER) are ab
sent on official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON) is ab
sent due to illness. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ten
nessee <Mr. BAKER) is paired with the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMs). If present and voting, the Sen
ator from Tennessee would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
would vote "nay.'' 

The result was announced-yeas 23, 
nays 60, as follows: 

Aiken 
Brock 
Brooke 
Buckley 
case 
Clark 
Cotton 
Cranston 

[No. 391 Leg.] 
YEAS-23 

Ervin 
Jackson 
Kennedy 
Magnuson 
McClellan 
Mcintyre 
Nelson 
Pearson 

NAY8-60 
Abourezk Griffin 
Allen Gurney 
Bartlett Hansen 
Beall Hart 
Bentsen Hartke 
Bible Hatfield 
Elden Hathaway 
Burdick Hollings 
Byrd, Hruska 

Harry F., Jr. Huddleston 
Byrd, Robert C. Hughes 
Cannon Javlts 
Chiles Johnston 
Church Long 
curtis Mansfield 
Dole Mathias 
Domenici McClure 
Eagleton McGee 
Eastland McGovern 
Fannin Metcal! 
Gravel Mondale 

Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Scott, 

William L. 
Stafford 
Taft 
Weicker 

Montoya 
Moss 
Muskle 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pell 
Randolph 
Scott, Hugh 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Williams 
Young 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-! 

Metzenbaum, for. 
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NOT VOTING-16 
Baker Fong 
Bayh Fulbright 
Bellman Gold'water 
Bennett Haskell 
cook Helms 
Dominick Humphrey 

Inouye 
Percy 
Schweiker 
Talmadge 

So Mr. STAFFORD's amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment at the desk, and I ask that 
it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 9, line 5, after "tolerances;", add 

"ten thousand pounds on the steering axle, 
including all enforcement tolerances;". 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, this amend
ment would mal{e uniform the rationale 
of the proposed axle weights contained 
in the bill. 

The reason is this: Generally when 
reference is made to axle weights, one 
usually thinks of the traditional four
tire axle supporting a load. Under sec
tion 107 of the bill, such an axle would be 
loaded to a maximum of 20,000 pounds. 

Under this amendment, the two-tire 
axle, which is the front axle, could only 
be loaded to a maximum of 10,000 
pounds, and like the bill this would in
clude all enforcement tolerances. 

Besides a "rounding out" of the lim
itations contained in the bill, this amend
ment would also resolve a major con
cern in the area of truck driver safety. 

This concern deals with the placement 
of the coupling device on a tractor-trailer 
assemblage. This device, popularly known 
as the "fifth wheel," plays a crucial role 
in the distribution of weight on over-the
road trucking equipment. 

If the fifth wheel is placed too far for
ward of the tractor axle, the front axle, 
with its two tires, becomes overloaded, 
resulting in reduced steering efficiency 
and an increased probability of front 
tire blowouts. The safety benefits of 
properly leaded front axle then becomes 
obvious. 

The U.S. Department of Transporta
tion, Federal Highway Administration, 
Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety, recently 
found tire failures to be the second lead
ing cause of mechanical-defect-related 
accidents-and front-tire-failure acci
dents account for two-thirds of these 
accidents. 

The same report stated that overload
ing the front tires was a major factor in 
these accidents and that approximately 
13 percent of the trucks sampled had 
front axle loads exceeding 10,000 pounds. 

With the adoption of this amendment, 
the front axle cannot for all practical 
purposes be overloaded. 

Although certain changes will be 
necessitated as a result of this amend
ment, I believe they will be far out
weighed by the benefits to be derived. 

First, some fifth wheels will have to be 
refitted, but the expense involved is rela-

tively slight. According to testimony of 
the representative from the Teamsters 
Union, this refitting process would 
amount to only about 4 hours of labor. 

Second, in some cases the fifth wheel's 
backward adjustment on the chassis will 
result in a lengthening of an overall unit, 
thus raising the possibility of increasing 
the overall length. 

However, I am informed that in most 
instances this would only be a matter 
of 2 to 18 inches. With proper legislative 
history, however, this problem can be 
overcome. That is, in those States in 
which the refitting would be the sole 
cause of a length variation by our action 
here we would permit a variance. 

In addition, there may be some con
cern raised regarding this amendment 
because the regulations of the Depart
ment of Transportation already cover 
this area. 

The present regulation of the Depart
ment of Transportation, however, is too 
vague, as is witnessed by the concerns 
voiced by truck drivers. 

Basically, all that is required under the 
present regulation, 49 Code of Federal 
Regulations Section 393.70(b) (3) is that 
the relation of the kingpin and the real 
axle-or axles--of the towing vehicle will 
"properly distribute" overall weight; not 
"unduly interfere" with the steering, 
braking or maneuvering of the tractor; 
and will not otherwise contribute to "un
safe operation" of the assemblage. 

The adoption of this amendment will 
spell out the "proper" distribution of 
weight to the steering axle, which now 
has no specific guidelines as do all other 
axles. 

Moreover, it may be maintained that 
the current DOT proposal to require 
proper inflating and loading of tires will 
satisfy any concern which may arise as a 
result of fifth wheel problems. Under the 
DOT proposal, however, the front axle 
could still be overloaded simply by plac
ing heavy duty tires on it. 

Why 10,000 pounds? This figure is de
rived directly from the 20,000 pound limit 
on the weight-bearing four tire axles 
called for in the bill itself. 

These four-tire axles are not the axles 
which are used to steer the truck. Their 
purpose is to carry the payload. And if 
one of these tires blows out, there is an
other next to it to keep rolling in the 
emergency. Such is not the case with the 
front, steering tire. When it blows, con
trol is lost and an accident may result. 

The four-tire axles carry 5,000 pounds 
per tire. Does it not seem proper to limit 
the two front tires, whose job it is to keep 
the vehicle under control, to that same 
5,000 pounds per tire? That is why the 
10,000 pound limit of this amendment is 
not only wise, but necessary. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
support this very important proposal so 
that drivers will have some added meas
ure of relief. 

Mr. President, this amendment has 
been discussed with the able manager of 
the bill, the Senator from Texas. I be
lieve that it has been reviewed by the 
minority manager, the Senator from 
Vermont. It simply rounds out the limi
tations contained in the bill and responds 
to a major concern in the area of safety. 

I hope very much that the amendment 
will be agreed to and that it might sur
vive the conference. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I say to 
the Senator from Michigan that I share 
his deep concern with safety on the 
highways. If this makes the major con
tribution to safety that he believes it 
does, in putting the 10,000-pound limit 
on the front axle, I would be delighted 
to accept the amendment, as chairman 
of the subcommittee, and take it to con
ference, if it is the will of the majority 
of the Senate. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the minority side, we also have 
discussed this amendment with the dis
tinguished Senator from Michigan, and 
we are prepared to join in the act of the 
chairman of the subcommittee in accept
ing it. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan consider a lan
guage refinement or an addition to the 
amendment? 

The amendment reads: "add 'ten 
thousand pounds on the steering axle.' " 

I wonder, in order to avoid a possible 
ambiguity, whether we might add "of any 
truck tractor," so that we would avoid 
the possibility of interference with our 
over-the-highway buses and specialized 
trucks such as the cement mixers that 
are running around town. 

Mr. HART. It seems to me that the ad
dition of this language would be useful 
and would further clarify our purpose. 
I would be glad to accept it. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President will the 
Senator from Texas speak to that point? 

Mr. BENTSEN. The Senator from 
Texas has no objection to the clarifica
tion of the amendment, if it is acceptable 
to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. HART. It is. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, is it 

understood that the Senator from Mich
igan asks for that change in the amend
ment? I think he has that right. 

Mr. HART. I believe I have that right, 
and I now change the amendment to in
corporate that language. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

The modified amendment reads as 
follows: 

On page 9, line 5, after "tolerances;", add 
"ten thousand pounds on the steering axle 
of any truck tractor, including enforcement 
tolerances;". 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I wish 

to reaffirm what has been said by Sen
ators BENTSEN and STAFFORD in reference 
to the approval of both the majority and 
the minority in our committee-the sub
committee, especially-in reference to 
the well-reasoned amendment offered by 
the able Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
HART), and further strengthened by the 
clarification offered by a member of the 
Committee on Public Works, the Senator 
from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE). 

We had very much in mind, when we 
opposed the Stafford amendment, that 
we were not in any way lessening the im-
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pact of what, hopefully, is the concept of 
this bill. This, of course, is to give the 
highest priority to the safety measures 
involving all types of traffic. What the 
Senator has said is implicit and has been 
agreed to by others. I just add these 
words to indicate our complete agree
ment on these matters. 

Mr. HART. I am grateful to the Sena
tor from West Virginia for his concur
rence and support of this amendment, 
which is consistent with his long record 
of safety-minded legislative work. 

Mr. President, I yield back the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Michigan, as 
modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 3 between lines 11 and 12, insert 

the following new subsection: 
(d) no funds appropriated under the ex

panded definition of this Section shall be 
expended without the formal consent of the 
governing body of the tribe band or group 
of Indians or Alaskan Natives for whose use 
the Indian reservation roads and bridges are 
intended. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. I yield myself 10 
minutes. 

Mr. President, section 102 of S. 3934 
expands the use of funds appropriated 
for the construction of roads and bridges 
on Indian reservations to allow such 
funds to be used for the construction of 
Federal and State highways on reserva
tion or providing access to reservations. 
The problem that we are attempting to 
solve is to prevent groups or interest, 
other than the interest of the tribe, of 
possibly manipulating funds to build 
roads which, although they are on the 
reservations, may not serve the needs 
and priorities of the Indian People. Our 
amendment will insure that Indian 
Tribes will have an opportunity to be 
heard on funds appropriated for their 
benefit. This is very much in keeping 
with the concept of self-determination. 
This amendment merely provides that 
the tribes provide their consent for the 
use of any such funds. 

Mr. President, we have discussed this 
amendment with the majority and mi
nority managers of the bill. So far as I 
know, it is agreeable to them. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I have 
discussed the amendment with a num
ber of members of the committee and 
the subcommittee, particularly those 
concerned with Indian affairs, and I have 
found no objection to the amendment. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
DoMENICI). 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
section of the bill to which the amend
ment is offered is adequately explained 
on pages 4 and 5 of the report. Its pur
poses are quite clear. It is not intended 
to take away from our Indian people 
their right to have a significant say as 
to how the funds provided in this section 

are used. In its original concept, as I 
sponsored it in committee, we had some 
very specific projects in which, if we did 
not create some flexibility as to how 
these funds could be used, some projects 
very beneficial to the Indian people in 
my State could not be the subject mat
ter of this fund. 

As I understand the amendment, what 
it really says is that the flexibility is 
there, but if you are going to use this 
source for funding, then you must have 
the formal consent and approval of the 

Indian tribe or the Indian people in
tended to be benefitted by it. 

It is my understanding-and I ask the 
Senator whether this is correct--that 
basically, heretofore, we have relied 
upon the Bureau of Indian Affairs to 
have regulations or rules whereby they 
went to the Indian people and sought 
their consent or approval on some oc
casions. By this amendment the Senator 
is trying to make it statutory law that 
as to this fund, an affected Iridian tribe 
will have to concur in the project, 
whether it be a single project or a com
posite project such as contemplated in 
the report for the Four Corners area of 
New Mexico. To the extent it does that, 
it is a good amendment. It will keep the 
Indian people in the decisionmaking 
process. If those projects are intended to 
benefit them, it seems to me that their 
consent should be sought. That is what 
I understand the Senator is asking in 
the amendment. On that basis, I think 
it is a good addition to the Indian roads 
and bridges provision of the bill we 
reported. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. I thank the Senator. 
I yield back the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Texas yield back the re
mainder of his time? 

Mr. BENTSEN. The Senator from 
Texas yields back the remainder of his 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from South Dakota. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I call 

up amendment No. 1848 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 17, line 19, beginning with the 
word "or", strike everything through the 
semicolon in line 1, page 18. 

On page 18, line 1, change "(3)" to "(2) ". 
On page 18, lines 9 and 10, strike "clauses 

(2) and (3)" and insert in lieu thereof 
"clause (2) ". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont is recognized. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this amendment is quite 
simple. 

Mr. President, may we have order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will be in order. 
Mr. STAFFORD. The amendment I 

offer is for a very simple purpose. It is 
to permit States which may wish, in their 
discretion, to have speed limits of less 

than 55 miles per hour on highways of 
four or more lanes. The committee, 
frankly, did not intend, in the bill which 
is before the Senate, to restrain States 
permanently from imposing speed limits 
lower than 55 miles per hour if that were 
the wish of any particular State. 

All this amendment does is leave the 
State free to lower speed limits where 
it might find it desirable to do so. I ~m 
hopeful, Mr. President, that the chair
man of the subcommittee, the manager 
of the bill, will accept this amendment. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, the 
manager of the bill is pleased to accept 
this clarification and supports the 
amendment. It gives the States some 
fie xi bility. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time 
yielded back? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield back my time. 
Mr. BENTSEN. The chairman of the 

subcommittee yields back the remainder 
of his time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I call 

up amendment No. 1851 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

AUTOMOBILE SAFETY STANDARDS 

SEc. 123. Section 103(a) of the National 
Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 
is amended by inserting "(1)" after "SEC. 
103. (a)" and by adding at the end thereof 
the following new paragraph: 

"(2) (A) Effective with respect to motor 
vehicles manufactured after the date of en
actment of this paragraph, Federal motor 
vehicle safety standards may not (except as 
otherwise provided in subparagraph (B) ) re
quire tha t any such vehicle be equipped (i) 
with a safety belt interlock system, (ii) with 
any warning device other than a warning 
light designed to indicate that safety belts 
should be fastened, or (ili) with any occu
pant restraint system other than integrated 
lap and shoulder safety belts for front out
board occupants and lapbelts for other occu
pants. 

"(B) Effective with respect to motor ve
hicles manufactured after the date of en
actment of this paragraph, the Secretary 
shall not promulgate any Federal motor ve
hicle safety standard requiring any occupant 
restraint system, or warning system in con
nection therewith, except as authorized in 
subparagraph (A), until after public hear
ings with respect thereto and approval of 
the proposed standard by resolution of the 
Committee on Commerce of the United States 
Senate and the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce of the United States 
House of Representatives. 

"(C) Notwithstanding any provision of 
Federal law to the contrary, any safety belt 
interlock system or audible warning device 
in connection with safety belts may be ren
dered inoperative to the extent such system 
or device was required by a Federal motor 
vehicle safety standard promulgated prior 
to enactment of this paragraph.". 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. Frank Ma
guire and Mr. Leonard Sa:ffir of my staff 
be extended the privilege of the floor 
during debate on this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. BENTSEN. Will the Senator from 

New York yield me 2 minutes? 
Mr. BUCKLEY. Certainly, I yield. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I have 

reviewed the amendment proposed by 
Senators BUCKLEY and EAGLETON. 

I should make clear at the outset that 
this is not a matter before the Commit
tee on Public Works. The subject matter 
of the amendment is within the province 
of the Committee on Commerce, and I 
want to give the members of that com
mittee who may be on the floor the bulk 
of my time to discuss it. 

Therefore, there is no Public Works 
position on the amendment, and I do not 
speak for the committee in this instance. 

My personal view is that the Senator's 
amendment is a reasonable one. It re
tains the warning light which will signal 
when a seatbelt is not on. It does not 
preclude the air bag, but suggests con
gressional review of regulations affecting 
it. It makes optional the interlock and 
buzzer system now required on present 
automobiles. 

The House has overwhelmingly sup
ported a measure more stringent than 
this one, and the administration has in
dicated that it is rethinking the interlock 
question. 

As I indicated, I will support the 
amendment, which puts the Senate on 
record on this issue, but I will yield to 
any member of the Committee on Com
merce who wishes to speak in opposition 
to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, as the 
distinguished Senator from Texas has 
stated, the purpose of this amendment is 
to eliminate the mandatory ignition in
terlock and buzzer system, while leaving 
a warning light on the dashboard to indi
cate that safety belts should be fastened. 
Concerning the issue of air bags, the 
language of the amendment is such that 
prior to air bags being mandated by the 
Department of Transportation, it would 
be necessary for the Senate and House 
Commerce Committee to hold public 
hearings; and lastly the mandating of 
such safety standards would then be sub
ject to approval by both committees. 

Mr. President, I feel very strongly that 
as a rule, it is :.wt in the public interest 
to place the Congress in a position of leg
islating specific automobile safety stand
ards. In this particular instance, how
ever, I feel that the public has clearly 
expressed its desire to have the man
date of an interlock and buzzer revoked. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to add the names of the following 
cosponsors to this amendment: Mr. 
DoMINICK, Mr. HELMS, Mr. ABOUREZK, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. GURNEY, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. 
HRUSKA, and Mr. THURMOND. 

Mr. EAGLETO:t·:'. Will the Senator 
yield at that point? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I gladly yield. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the names of 
the following Senators be added as co
sponsors to the pending amendment: Mr. 
STENNIS, Mr. HOLLINGS, and Mr. ERVIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, the 
manager of the bill yields the remainder 
of his time on this amendment to the 
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) of 
the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, so that 
this amendment may be clearly under
stood, I should like to summarize its 
salient provisions. 

First. Upon enactment of the provision 
it would repeal the Department of Trans
portation standard requiring a safety 
belt interlock system and buzzer system 
as mandatory equipment on new auto
mobiles. 

Second. It would continue the standard 
which requires that seat belts be provided 
in every new car and would permit the 
Department to · also require a warning 
light to indicate that seat belts should 
be fastened. 

Third. It would require that any new 
standard would have to be approved by 
the House and Senate Commerce Com
mittees after public hearings had been 
held. 

Fourth. It would authorize owners of 
automobiles already equipped with inter
lock and buzzer systems to disconnect 
these systems. · 

Mr. President, it should be made clear 
that we are considering here today the 
merits of devices that compel the fasten
ing of seat belts-ignition interlocks and 
buzzers-as well as those of occupant 
restraint systems; namely, passive re
straints, air bags. 

I do not mean to belabor my point but 
I do feel that for the sake of under
standing what the amendment will and 
will not do, it is important to make the 
distinction between standards that have 
become mandates such as the interlock 
and buzzer and those standards that are 
still in draft form such as the passive 
restraint, air bag standards. 

Mr. President, I will first present my 
criticism of the interlock and buzzer and 
then proceed to the question of air bags. 
In so doing, I would like to begin by 
briefly summarizing the role that the 
Federal Government has played in the 
area of motor vehicle safety. 

The second session of the 89th Con
gress passed the National Traffic and 
Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966-Pub
lic Law 89-563-which authorized the 
establishment of Federal safety stand
ards for motor vehicles and their compo
nent parts. This legislation greatly ac
celerated the Federal Government's ac
tivities concerning automotive safety 
resulting in the Department of Trans
portation administratively determining 
specific safety standards rather than 
Congress legislating such standards. 

There is general agreement that such 
standards are appropriately matters for 
regulatory action by the Department of 
Transportation. 

Federal Motor Vehicle Standard No. 
208 currently requires motor vehicle 
manufacturers to provide a seat belt ig
nition interlock system in all cars man
ufactured after August 15, 1973-a de
vice that prevents the engine from be
ing started until both the driver's and 
front passenger's seatbelts and shoulder 
belts are fastened. I might add paren-

thetically that because of the inevitable 
mechanical failures in these systems, 
often the driver has strapped himself in 
and still cannot start his engine. I know 
of no single intervention by Government 
into the lives of its citizens that is more 
universally resented than this require
ment for 1974 model cars, one that dic
tates that we shall not start our engines 
until we strap ourselves in. 

While most Americans tend to agree 
that the Federal Government has an ap
propriate role in insuring the manufac
ture of automobiles that are safe, there 
is an equally strong consensus that the 
Federal role is pushed too far in both 
cases where the ignition interlock and 
the buzzer are mandated as standard 
equipment on a car. These safety stand
ards are devised to force an individual 
to take certain precautions even though 
those precautions affect only that indi
vidual and not the safety or health of 
third parties. 

I state emphatically that I have no 
intention of minimizing the importance 
of safety, nor the importance of seat
belts and torso restraints, but neither do 
I believe that we can promote automo
tive measures that would eliminate all 
freedom of choice in areas that do not 
effect the public safety. 

I recommend the use of seatbelts but 
I strongly condemn the administrative 
mandate of an interlock which forces us 
to use them. I view such coercive meas
ures as the interlock as an intolerable 
usurpation by Government of an indi
vidual's rights under the guise of self
protection. One should also be a ware of 
the recent research performed by the 
Ins:urance Institute for Highway Safety 
which has confirmed that buzzer-light 
systems do not substantially increase 
belt use. The driver use rate was 25 per
cent in 1972 cars with warning systems 
and 23 percent in those without the 
system. 

New Insurance Institute for Highway 
Safety research also found that even 
though belt use in ignition interlock 
equipped 1974 models increased signifi
cantly over usage in 1973 and earlier 
cars, roughly 47 percent of the drivers 
of ignition interlock equipped cars still 
did not use the available safety belts. 

When one weighs the results of these 
studies along with the overwhelming and 
recently well publicized consumer criti
cism of the interlock and buzzer, it is 
clear that the Congress should act now 
to revoke the mandate of an interlock 
and buzzer system. 

Mr. President, I should now like to 
address the rather controversial issue of 
airbags. I realize that many of my col
leagues may wonder why we should be 
discussing the airbag question in the 
midst of an exercise that was originally 
undertaken for the stated purpose of 
ridding the consumer of the nuisance in
terlock and buzzer gadgetry. To provide 
an answer to that question, one must first 
indulge in Washington's favorite pas
time-second guessing. If, through adop
tion of this amendment, the Congress 
eliminates the mandatory Ignition inter
lock and buzzer systems, we will create 
pressures for the early adoption by the 

• 
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Department of Transportation of manda
tory airbags to satisfy their occupant 
restraint standards. Members of the Con
gress have already attempted to second
guess DOT by legislating standards in 
anticipation of the Department's man
dating of airbags, as witness the House 
action last month. I am of the opinion, 
however that crash protection systems 
such as the airbag should be proven and 
must be accepted by the American con
sumer prior to forced installation wheth
er by DOT or Congress. 

I feel that the requirement of full pub
lic hearing and congressional review as 
is provided for by the language of our 
amendment will provide assurance that 
airbag advocates will not force their in
stallation-at great cost to the con
surr..er-until their effectiveness and 
desirability are fully and openly dem
onstrated. 

I am far from satisfied that the case 
for the airbag has yet been proven. By 
the same token, I would not preclude 
further research and development. 

Installation of air bags will cost the 
consumer anywhere from $200 to $300. 
Yet, there is still no evidence to show 
that air bags approach the known life
saving capabilities of properly worn belt
harness systems. 

I, therefore, do not want to see Con
gress placed in the position of forcing 
upon the consumer an air bag whose 
estimated cost runs from $200 to $300 
per vehicle as a substitute for interlock 
and buzzer systems that cost between $50 
and $100 per vehicle. Thus, I feel that 
there is a very real need to assure the 
holding of public hearings before air bags 
are mandated by regulatory fiat. 

In short, I do not feel that the con
Emmer should be left holding the bag. 

Congress should not place itself in the 
position of writing safety standards with 
respect to air bags. I feel that it would 
be premature for Congress to go on rec
ord for or against air bags given the 
fact that four major U.S. manufacturers 
have already stated that at least 3 addi
tional years will be needed to meet the 
specification's for passive restraints. I 
feel that the state of the arts with re
spect to air bags is such that it would 
be impractical, unreasonable, and in
appropriate for Congress to assert itself 
at this time by legislating standards. 
Such technical problems as now exist 
with the air bag system should more ap
propriately be explored jointly by both 
DOT and the auto manufacturer. 

Given that experts claim that the air 
bag system is expected to cost the con
sumer between $3 to $5 billion, and con
sidering the fact that research and de
velopment are not far enough advanced 
realistically for DOT to mandate their 
installation in all size vehicles, I feel 
that in this instance final congressional 
review and approval of such regulations 
prior to enactment is not only warranted 
but extremely desirable. 

I believe, Mr. President, that there is 
no single bureaucratic excess in recent 
years that has so aggravated the Ameri
can people, and I believe that there is 
no reasonable and proper way for Con
gress to extend a proper concern for the 

• 

safety of third parties to such an over
weening concern for the safety of an 
adult entitled to drive a motor vehicle, 
as to force that adult to install the 
safety interlock as a condition to using 
his automobile. 

I would also like to move onto another 
aspect of this legislation, namely, that 
of the air bag. 

The air bag is still a controversial mat
ter. It is still far from proven as to its 
effectiveness and as to whether it is a 
more desirable alternative than seatbelts, 
and I believe that under the circum
stances, and also because if we succeed 
in the adoption of this amendment it 
would create pressure on the Depart
ment of Transportation to move quickly 
to the air bag, I believe for the same rea
sons already cited that we should pro
vide a mechanism that will make sure 
that we do not precipitately move to an 
air bag system that would cost $300 or 
more per copy until the reasons justify
ing its installation are fully aired, and 
until Congress has had the opportunity 
to voice its approval or disapproval of 
the proposed measure. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield me 12 minutes? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York has 23 minutes re
maining. He has used 7 of his 30 minutes. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to join the Senator from New 
York (Mr. BucKLEY) in the advocay of 
this amendment No. 1851, which is simi
lar to a bill (S. 3840) introduced by the 
distinguished Senator from New York 
and myself a month ago, with a host of 
cosponsors, and which has been expanded 
further today. 

The other body of Congress already 
has passed by an overwhelming margin 
of 339 to 49 an amendment by Represent
ative WYMAN, which was intended to ac
complish the same result as the Buckley
Eagleton amendment. 

Briefly stated, the measure proposed 
by Senator- BucKLEY and myself would 
revoke the existing requirement for seat
belt-ignition interlock and buzzer sys
tems on new cars, and would provide the 
means whereby the public could ask the 
appropriate questions before future cost
ly devices are foisted on the buying 
public. 

Over the month since we introduced 
our bill, I have received an overwhelming 
and gratifying response from the citizens 
of my State, and from many other States 
as well. The comments have almost unan
imously !>pposed the ignition interlock 
which has been required on all new cars 
beginning with the 1974 model year. This 
system prevents the car from being 
started until the occupants have strapped 
themselves into the car in a precise se
quence. Interlocks and buzzers have 
shown themselves to be a gross nuisance, 
expensive, and ineffective. Moreover, they 
often encourage opposite behavior from 
that which is !ntended because many 
people put an end to the nuisance by 

disabling the system, seatbelts and all. 
Any one of these reasons should be suf
ficient for the Congress to repeal what 
the Department of Transportation has 
done by administrative decision. Taken 
together, they present a compelling case 
for immediate consideration and ap
proval of this measure. 

Mr. President, the nuisance factor of 
these devices is well documented. I would 
refer my colleagues to my comments in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of August 13, 
1974, wherein are printed more than a 
dozen letters referring to problems with 
interlocks. Since that time, both Sena
tor BucKLEY and I have received hun
dreds more like them. 

I personally believe every driver should 
use seatbelts, and I believe they should 
be encouraged to do so. Their use clearly 
helps minimize injuries sustained in ac
cidents and it is in the self-interest of 
every driver and passenger to wear them. 
Yet every driver of a new car must now 
contend with "big brother" sitting on the 
seat next to him-preventing the car 
from starting, sounding raucous buzzers, 
and flashing red lights. 

From the area of completely voluntary 
use of safety belts we moved to lights 
and buzzers on January 1, 1972. It soon 
became clear that simple buzzer-light 
systems did not increase safety belt use 
very much, if at all. 

The next step was the move to inter
locks on the 1974 model cars. 

These cars include what are called se
quential logic systems. They require oc
cupants first to sit down, completing the 
first half of the operation, and then 
buckle up to complete the sequence. 
These are less susceptible to circumven
tion, and more people are buckling up. 

But DOD pushed the matter even fur
ther and added the "no-start" feature, 
which interferes with operation of the 
car and has aroused the anger and frus
tration of millions of people. 

I am quite certain that most people 
are not against safety belts, but they 
vehemently object to the no-start feature 
and the buzzer. 

Mr. President, these interlocks are not 
wanted. In addition to the mail that has 
been received, I would like to cite a re
cent survey by the Chicago Motor Club. 
Out of more than a thousand interviews, 
only 15.7 percent said they approved of 
seatbelt interlocks. I wonder how many 
of that small group would in fact pur
chase cars with interlocks as optional 
equipment, had they known the addi
tional cost of these devices. 

The cost is not inconsequential. The 
complete passenger restraint system
which includes belts, buckles, retractors, 
lights, and buzzers in addition to the in
terlock circuitry-is estimated by the 
major American manufacturers and the 
U.S. Department of Transportation to 
cost between $90 and $110 per vehicle. 
They further estimate that at least a 
third of this cost, probably around $35, 
represents the interlock while the rest 
is for the seatbelts and related hardware. 
Multiply that figure by the 10 million or 
so automobiles which are produced each 
year and you are soon talking about deci
sions involving b1Ilions of dollars. 
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Mr. President, the 1975 model cars are 
already on the street. A million of them 
have entered the production line since 
our bill was introduced. As the days go 
by, the manufacturers continue to pro
duce the interlock systems for installa
tion on new cars. I am told that inter
locks could be disabled on the produc
tion line within 10 days of a decision to 
do so. Cars already produced could have 
the systems disconnected by dealers 
which cannot now be done. While these 
cars would continue to carry the useless 
electronics until the engineering changes 
are made down the line, at some point 
they would no longer be installed at all. 
The savings, which are substantial, could 
then be passed on to the car buyer. This 
would undoubtedly take time, since 
manufacturers have long-term contracts 
with their suppliers. So we must act 
quickly if we are to save consumer money 
as well as further aggravation. 

The third issue is effectiveness. The 
very few letters I have received in op
position to my bill start with the as
sumption that buzzers and interlocks will 
lead to near-universal seatbelt usage, 
thus reducing auto accident deaths and 
injuries. 

The fact is that considerable question 
has been raised about the effectiveness of 
these systems by several recent studies. 
In research conducted for the Insurance 
Institute for Highway Safety, Drs. Leon 
S. Robertson and William Haddon, Jr., 
found that seatbelt use had increased 
significantly in cars equipped with an 
interlock device. Fully 41 percent of the 
drivers, however, were not wearing seat
belts at the time of observation. Another 
11 percent were wearing lap belts only. 

Apparently, more than half of the driv
ers had found ways to disconnect or cir
cumvent the system, leaving themselves 
unprotected or only partially protected 
in the event of an accident. It bears not
ing also that the interlock system was 
mandatory equipment was less than a 
year old when the study was performed. 
If half of the owners of such cars had 
already found a way around the system, 
one has cause to wonder what the studies 
will show a year hence. 

On automobiles equipped with seatbelt 
buzzers and lights only, 18 percent of the 
drivers observed were found to be wear
ing seatbelts. That compares with 16 per
cent of the drivers operating vehicles 
without a buzzer system-a difference 
which the researchers found was not sta
tistically significant. Thus, according to 
the authors: 

The buzzer-light system can only be de
scribed as a public health failure. It is un
likely that it will contribute to a reduction 
in overall frequency or severity of injuries 
associated with motor vehicle crashes, which 
was its purpose under the statute providing 
for motor vehicle standards. 

Mr. President, I think these results are 
highly significant. Again, I would refer to 
my remarl{S of August 13, where the con
clusions from these two institute studies 
are reprinted. 

The Department of Transportation 
has estimated seatbelt usage at roughly 
the same rates as the Insurance Insti
tute for Highway Safety. They estimate 
that belt usage would stabilize at about 

50 percent for lap and shoulder belts 
together. 

In a report to the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration of DOT, 
Opinion Research Corp. concluded 
that usage of belts in cars with inter
lock systems was statistically no more 
significant than usage in cars equipped 
with either sequential or simple buzzer 
and light warning devices. This study 
was conducted on rental cars in Canada 
last spring. 

Experience to date with these various 
warning systems has been discouraging. 

Mr. President, I would now like to dis
cuss how our amendment will seek to 
remedy the problems already created 
and to avoid those which might occur in 
the future. 

This amendment would do the follow
ing: 

Eliminate the existing requirement for 
ignition interlock and buzzer systems; 

Permit manufacturers, dealers, and 
others to disconnect such systems on 
cars which already have them; 

Continue the existing requirement for 
safety belts alone in passenger vehicles; 
and 

Require the Department of Transpor
tation to submit any future regulations 
dealing with occupant restraint systems 
to public hearings before implementa
tion. 

This amendment is not intended to 
supersede either the judicial review 
procedure of the Safety Act nor is it in
tened in any way to dilute the rights of 
interested parties seeking judicial review 
of the Secretary's actions taken pursuant 
to section 103 on the criteria that such 
actions must be reasonable, practicable, 
and stated in objective terms. It is the 
intent of our amendment that the Con
gress and the public merely oversee the 
Secretary's actions and that the criteria 
for judicial review of the actions of DOT 
remain in full force. 

The issue of what constitutes the ideal 
restraint system is far from settled. Dur
ing the time that these bills have been 
under discussion, a number of questions 
have been raised regarding the effective
ness of the cost of various systems. We 
certainly have more data now about seat 
belts and ignition interlocks and buzzers 
than we had 2 years ago. The informa
tion we have today shows the errors 
made in previous decisions. So far those 
errors have cost a moderate amount of 
money-and I use the word "moderate" 
only in a relative sense-and they have 
caused a great deal of annoyance and 
probably some harm. 

The last requirement in our amend
ment will, I hope, bring to light what
ever questions people may have in the 
future before new devices are hung on 
cars. Their true costs and benefits should 
be known and discussed, before decisions 
are made that involve billions of dollars, 
not to mention the safety of individuals. 
I certainly expect the Department of 
Transportation to think long and hard 
about its next proposal for an occupant 
restraint system, and that they will con
sider all of the possibilities. The final 
part of our amendment would encourage 
them to seek out all of the facts. 

Any discussion of occupant restraint 

systems today must touch on the air bag 
which is now mandated for the 1977 
model year. While the air bag has many 
good features, and has shown its worth 
in many tests, a number of individuals 
have raised questions about its effective
ness and cost which should be answered 
before it is mandated. 

A major factor is cost. Compared with 
$100 or so for current belt and interlock 
systems, a mandatory air bag would cost 
$210 to $225 per car in today's prices. 

If air bags were to add up to $300-in 
1977 prices-to the cost of cars, and if 
they burden the consumer with addi
tional hidden costs-higher interest costs 
on auto loans, larger maintenance bills, 
increased Federal and State excise, sales, 
and personal property taxes-! think we 
would be imposing a very substantial fi
nancial burden on our constituents whose 
purposes already are under assault from 
all sides. It would be an unconscionable 
imposition, even greater than the inter
lock. 

Another question that has been raised 
regards the applicability of the air bag 
to today's small cars. In a subcompact, 
a passenger might strike the dashboard 
before the bag had time to inflate. It is 
estimated that by 1977, the proposed date 
for implementation of the air bag, some 
30 percent of the new-car market would 
consist of compact and smaller cars. Cer
tainly this issue must be addressed. 

Further complications that have been 
suggested regard drivers who smoke pipes 
or wear eyeglasses. I have been told that 
a rapidly inflating air bag might cause 
injury to these drivers, which would not 
be the case with a belt sy.stem. Finally, 
in rollover and side collisions, even the 
proponents of air bags state that they 
are no more effective than a properly 
worn safety belt, :and in certain cases 
may be even less so. 

I do not raise these points to cast 
judgment on the air bag. I believe that 
testing and development on this and 
other systems should continue. Person
ally, I will continue to wear my seatbelt 
while these studies go on, and until their 
results can be analyzed by the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 
translated into proposed standards by 
the Department of Transportation, and 
reviewed by the public. 

I think it might make sense also to 
explore ways of improving safety belts 
and encouraging their use. We can look 
at the experience of Australia, where 
passage of laws requiring the use of seat
belts was dramatically effective, despite 
the admittedly impossibility of real en
forcement. Without imposing any finan
cial burden on the population seatbelt 
use has risen to between 80 and 85 per
cent, occupant deaths have been reduced 
25 percent, and serious injuries are down 
35 percent. And these results have been 
achieved without interlocks, or buzzers, 
or lights. 

Safety belt use laws have spread to 
several other countries, and last year 
between 25 and 30 State legislatures were 
asked to entertain their passage. 

Alternatively, the Department of 
Transportation may choose to propose a 
more sensible reminder device that 
would not interfere with the starting of 
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the vehicle. For example, they should 
firmly resolve to attach any such a re
minder device only to the driver and not 
the passenger. That would permit a bag 
of groceries or a favorite pet to ride un
harn·essed without annoyance on the 
right-hand seat. 

I believe we can make a reasonable 
effort to induce greater use of safety 
belts without forcing them unduly on our 
people. 

The proposed amendment would pro
hibit starter interlocks on cars, as well 
as other warning devices except an in
strument panel light. I think this must 
be done, if we are to be responsible to 
the desires of our constituents. 

It also provides that the Department of 
Transportation may propose new regula
tions for occupant restraints and warn
ing devices, but only after public hear
ings. We want to avoid a similar situ
ation in the future, particularly when 
much higher stakes are involved. 

And third, it would make legal the 
disconnecting of any interlock or warn
ing device currently in cars that are on 
the highways today. 

This amendment would give the De
partment of Transportation substantial 
leeway in its efforts to improve motor 
vehicle occupant safety. And it would 
give the public an opportunity to review 
the Department's efforts before there is 
any chance of imposing ridiculous, ir
responsible, or costly and inefficient sys
tems on the American public. 

In no way would this proposal inter
fere with the rulemaking or standards
writing authority of the Department of 
Transportation. If anything, it would en
hance the Department's ability to 
achieve its mission, with the additional 
input of public concern and thinking on 
what ought to be offered them. 

Mr. President, I think our mission is 
clear. We must grant relief to the motor
ists who cannot abide the interlocks. 

We must assure that the public in the 
future will have some voice in what is 
imposed on the people. 

And we must take steps to assure that 
progress in highway safety endeavors is 
not impeded. 

This proposal will accomplish these ob
jectives. 

Mr. President, I think the case on the 
buzzer-interlock system has been abun
dantly made, both in previous discus
sions on this floor between the Senator 
from New York and myself, and by the 
correspondence that practically every 
Member of the U.S. Senate has received. 
This is a grotesque example of bureauc
racy run amok. It is one of the most 
ludicrous concoctions ever devised by 
mortal man. To be buzzed to death as 
you get into your car, to be interlocked 
when it sometimes does not work, to have 
to unstrap yourself to open your garage 
door, to have to strap yourself up again 
to move the car into the garage once the 
door is open, and then unstrap yourself 
to close the door, is a veritable night
mare. 

The cases are legion, Mr. President, of 
how nonsensical this system is. The dis
tinguished Senator from Vermont <Mr. 
STAFFORD) and I exchanged some experi
ences on this subject on the Senate floor 

a few weeks ago. He told me of a per
sonal experience in a rental car in his 
home State on a weekend visit. When he 
put his hand on the seat next to the 
driver's seat, the thing went berserk, and 
he had difficulty stopping it. 

I responded by telling him about my 
hapless constituent who, on instructions 
of his wife, was sent to the supermarket 
to buy a turkey. He then had to strap in 
the turkey to drive home. As the poor 
constituent observed, it was the safest 
ride a turkey ever had on the way to the 
oven. 

Then the distinguished Senator from 
Texas (Mr. TowER) happened into the 
Chamber. He has a dachshund. He puts 
his dachshund on the seat. It is hard to 
strap in a human being, Mr. President, 
but a dachshund is damnably hard to 
strap into one of these seat belts. 

It is just asinine. It is one of the things 
people resent most about offensive, stu
pid big brotherism. 

I had thought that our vote on AM
FM radio was the most blatant example 
of big brotherism I had encountered, un
til we came to this seat belt interlock 
situation. 

I do not know of anyone who defends 
it in terms of its safety. Some seem to 
defend it in terms of its inconvenience. 

I ask the Senator from New York if 
he will yield for a question. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. EAGLETON. As the Senator from 

New York knows, the chairman of the 
Senate Commerce Committee <Mr. MAG
NUSON) and others on the Commerce 
Committee objeot to certain provisions 
and procedures with regard to the Buck
ley-Eagleton amendment. While we do 
not agree with him, we are willing to 
make a few changes, which I shall sug
gest to the Senator from New York. 

The first of these changes involves a 
change in language, as follows: 

On page 2, line 13 of the amendment, strike 
all after the word "thereto" through line 16, 
and insert in lieu thereof a period. 

That is technical language which I 
might submit later, if I have the per
mission of the Senator from New York. 

In essence, what that language would 
do would be to amend our provision re
quiring the approval of appropriate com
mittees, and would maintain the re
quirement for public hearings in ad
vance of setting final rules. 

Second, we would make clear our in
tentions. The Senator from Washington 
(Mr. MAGNUSON) has raised the point 
that two different conference committees 
might be considering seat belt standards 
concurrently. I would suggest, if the Sen
ator from New York were willing to ac
cept it, that perhaps, after proper de
bate, we could have a rollcall vote on 
this amendment and hope that it would 
pass, hopefully resoundingly so. We then 
might reconsider the vote on the amend
ment. 

The Senate thus having spoken and 
spoken with clarity, the conference' that 
is currently going on between the re
spective Commerce Committees of Con
gress could continue its work and, in a 
sense, by a record vote of this body 
would be instructed as to the Senau; 
position. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. It would be the under
standing of the Senator from New York 
that the purpose of the adjustments in 
the procedure that he describes is to 
eliminate possible objection by point of 
order of the distinguished chairman of 
the Commerce Committee so that we 
may, in fact, record positively the view 
of the Senate and that would, in effect, 
be the equivalent of instruction to the 
Senate conferees to consider the House 
position. 

Mr. EAGLETON. That is basically cor
rect, although it goes a shade beyond the 
parliamentary question. 

The amendment I propose-and I 
would hope he accepts-would modify 
substantively the language with respect 
to the required review of the air bag 
situation by the Commerce Committees 
of both the Senate and the House. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I understand that, and 
I was about to address myself to that 
second part. 

In all candor, I believe the Congress 
ought to maintain control over the situa
tion so that the air bag is not mandated 
until the appropriate committees of 
Congress are made fully aware of that 
by being required to assume responsibil
ity of exactly what is involved to protect 
the public. 

On the other hand, understanding the 
parliamentary situation, I will accede to 
that request and, of course, we will be at 
liberty at a later date to reintroduce in 
appropriate legislation the same safe
guards. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I would be glad to 
yield. I believe that the Senator from 
Missouri has the floor. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I am pleased to be 
able to yield to the distinguished Sena
tor from New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire is recognized. 

Mr. COTTON. Has my distinguished 
chairman of the Commerce Committee 
(Mr. MAGNUSON) on the floor or pri
vately to either the Senator from Mis
souri or the Senator from New York in
terposed any objection to this amend
ment, or asked for any other action in 
order not trespass upon the Commerce 
Committee's jurisdiction? 

Mr. EAGLETON. If I may respond to 
the Senator from New Hampshire, the 
discussion we are going through on 
procedure meets the approval of the 
chairman of the Commerce Committee 
(Mr. MAGNUSON) and, I understand 
meets with the approval of his designee' 
the distinguished Senator from Indian~ 
(Mr. HARTKE). 

Mr. CO'ITON. Well, speaking as an
other member of the Commerce Com
mittee, I just want to say most em
phatically that I would hope that the 
Senator would not pull his punches one 
single bit. I hope he makes this amend
ment just as strong as possible. 

Although I have the greatest respect 
for my friends on the Commerce Com
mittee, if any one of them has attempted 
to manipulate a car with these devices 
I cannot iinagine that they would want 
to stand on ceremony or delay in any 
way the full force and effect of the 
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amendment of the Senator from New 
York. 

I think that the stronger this amend
ment is, the better. Never in my life have 
I seen a greater demonstration of what 
Government can do to individual liber
ties, and what Government can do to im
pose upon the public, not only costly, but 
asinine mechanisms which no one can 
operate without profound disgust. 

I tried to get my car started-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the Senator from Missouri has ex
pired. 

Mr. COTTON. All right, I just want to 
say that I hope the Senator will not hold 
his punches. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield the Senator 2 
more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator yields 2 more minutes. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator for 
a few more minutes. 

The other day, I spent a half hour try
ing to get my car started simply because 
I had laid a pound of cheese and a loaf 
of bread on the seat next to me. [Laugh
ter.] 

Then, showing how annoying it can be 
to those of us who do not happen to be 
auto mechanics, I finally walked about 
half a mile to get someone from the gar
age to come and tell me how to start my 
car. 

He said, "That is your trouble. You 
have got a bundle there on the seat." 
[Laughter.] 

Government regulation giving rise to 
this sort of thing is utterly absurd. 

I do not know how the Senator from 
Indiana feels, I do not know what the 
attitude of the Senator from Indiana is. 
He is chairman of the subcommittee that 
handled this. But, speaking as one mem
ber of the Commerce Committee, for 
heaven's sake, do not change a word 
that would weaken or delay or in any 
way affect this very necessary amend
ment. Make it stronger, if possible. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President; I thank 
the Senator from New Hampshire for his 
typically well-intentioned and pertinent 
remarks. 

There was nothing, no change, which 
has been proposed to this amendment 
that would weaken its effect vis-a-vis the 
interlock system and the buzzers, I as
sure him of that. 

We will vote on a procedure for hav
ing a vote on this matter, but we will 
then rescind it so as not to have the 
same matter going through two separate 
conferences. This is merely a procedural 
way of accommodating the Commerce 
Committee. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to add the name of the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. 
ScoTT) as a cosponsor. I yield to the Sen
ator 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Virginia is recognized for 2 min
utes. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I would ask 
if the ranking member of the committee 
might grant me an extra 4 minutes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I am 
very glad to yield an additional 4 min
utes to the Senator from Virginia. 

CXX--1944-Par't 23 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia is yielded 6 minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, I appreciate the Senator's yielding 
me time. I rise in support of the amend
ment. I enjoyed the comment of the dis
tinguished senior Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. COTTON) on the words he 
used in defining this action of doing away 
with regulations that do not permit a 
person to start his automobile without 
having his seatbelt fastened. 

Certainly, we all believe in safety. I 
think seatbelts are very beneficial. But 
I, too, have had an experience with re
gard to fastening the seatbelt which I 
related to the Senate previously. 

My wife and I were down in Danville. 
We stopped for gas, and, of course, turned 
the motor off and could not start the car 
again, a new car with 2,000 miles on it. 
It took us over 30 minutes to figure out 
how to get it started. 

We read the manual, it said that we 
could move the gearshift lever back and 
forth a few times and that might correct 
it. It did, and we got home. Coming from 
Danville back to Fairfax, I did not turn 
the motor off, I was afraid if I did..:._and 
it was nighttime-that I would not be 
able to get it started again. 

This, to me, is ridiculous. 
It just seems that some of our public 

officials feel that citizens do not have 
the intelligence to decide for themselves 
whether or not they want to wear their 
seatbelts. 

Mr. President, I would like to comment 
on a series of editorials and some con
stituent letters on this .subject and ask 
at this point that they be included in full 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi
torials and letters were ordered to be 
printed in the REcoRD, as follows: 

(From the Washington Star-News, 
Aug. 15, 1974-] 

INSUFFERABLE HOOKUP 

The federal regulators, with their uncanny 
k nack for overdoing everything, stlll haven't 
gotten into our homes with enforceable rules 
for living the better life. But they surely are 
in our cars, with raucous buzzers that will 
not be quiet until we've buckled up for 
safety. This is all right-we are used to it, 
finally, and the lifesaving benefit of seat 
belts is undeniable. But the regulators have 
gone one step too far with their new "igni
tion interlock" system that prevents a car 
from being started until the belt is fastened. 

This annoyance, from all indications, sim
ply wlll not be tolerated by the driving pub
lic. Th ere are, after all, occasions when a 
car must be started very quickly (to avoid a 
parking-lot mugging, for example), or when 
the family dog riding in the front seat refuses 
to be belted in so that the car can start. 
Other aggravations come readily to mind, 
but i n any case the message has gotten 
through to Congress that the homefolks are 
fed up with this invention. So the House 
passed an amendment the other day to make 
the interlock optional rather than manda
tory on new cars. 

The Senate would do well to concur with 
that, we think, and also with a House provi
sion revoking the mandatory installation of 
air bags ("passive restraint systems") on 
1977-model cars. These, too, would be op
tional-at an estimated cost of some $700-
under the House-approved plan. It seems 
apparent that few people, given a choice, 
would be in a buying mood as regards either 

the ignition interlock or the air bag, which 
would inflate voluminously to pin a driver 
to his seat upon collision impact. 

What's needed is some passive restraint 
upon the regulators, who would convert the 
family car into something resembling a little 
jail on wheels. 

(From the Washington Star-News, August 21, 
1974] 

FREEDOM FROM INTERLOCKS 

(By James J. Kilpatrick) 
The House of Representatives caught the 

bicentennial spirit last week. In a burst of 
overflowing resentment, the House turned 
upon the Department of Transportation just 
as the colonists turned on old King George. 
It was a new American Revolution, and it was 
wonderfully welcome. 

Taken by itself, the House action may 
seem trivial. By a vote of 337 to 49, the House 
ordered an end to the DOT's maddening re
quirement that new automobiles come 
equipped with a seat belt-ignition inter
lock system. On any scale of values, seat belts 
rank somewhere down the line from the 
Magna Carta. 

Yet the House vote has much symbolic 
value. The DOT's interlock decre'e is a classic 
manifestation of Big Brother government at 
work. Because some citizens may not yet 
have encountered the decree in action, per
haps it should be explained that the inter
lock was invented by the same devilish 
genius that in times past contrived thumb
screws, the iron maiden, and the rack. The 
infernal device prevents a motorist from 
starting his car until a precise sequence of 
actions has been completed. The device is ex
pensive; it is subject to constant malfunc
tion; it is universally despised. 

Why has a benevolent government saddled 
this imposition upon the people? It is be
cause a benevolent government believes it 
knows what is best for the people. The gov
ernment will compel the people to be good. 
Big Brother is watching over us. 

What the House said last week, in lan
guage Secretary Claude S. Brinegar cannot 
misunderstand, was: To hell with Big 
Brother! The House action, taken as an 
amendment to an omnibus motor vehicle bill, 
also would prohibit the airbag, or passive re
straint device, now scheduled for mandatory 
installation in the 1977 model year. 

Because of the parliamentary situation, the 
House amendment may not survive a con
ference committee. But the Senate, happily, 
is in a mood of similar rebellion. On July 31, 
New York's Conservative Senator James L. 
Buckley introduced a bill to accomplish sub
stantially the same purpose. It is part of 
his continuing effort, he said, "to remove the 
grasping hand of Big Brother government 
from the lives of American citizens." 

Buckley's principal cosponsor on the bill 
is Senator Tom Eagleton of Missouri, a 
practicing liberal who was briefly George Mc
Govern's vice-presidential choice. The two 
sponsors have been joined by 13 other sena
tors whose philosophies reach across the 
spectrum. Among those urging that the in
terlocks be made optional instead of com
pulsory are such liberal Democrats as Nelson 
of Wisconsin and Church of Idaho, and such 
conservative Republicans as Helms of North 
Carolina and Hruska of Nebraska. 

Because of this strong bipartisan support, 
Buckley and Eagleton intend to offer their 
bill this month as a floor amendment to a 
pending public works bill. It will be a popu
lar amendment, commanding the same over
whelming vote in the Senate that Congress
man Louis Wyman's amendment com
manded in the House last week. If all goes 
well, motorists may soon regain a measure 
of personal freedom. Hallelujah! 

Both Buckley and Eagleton have made it 
clear that they do not oppose requirements 
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having to do with product safety as distin
guished from personal safety. In the manu
facture and sale of automobiles, as in other 
fields of interstate commerce, the legislative 
power of Congress surely extends to the pre
vention of invisible hazards. Big Brotherism 
is something else. 

"If freedom is to have any meaning in 
this country," Eagleton said, "it certainly 
must encompass the right of an individual 
to lead his life as he sees fit, so long as it does 
not interfere directly with the similar pur
suit by others." 

On that vital principle of a free society, 
conservatives and liberals alike can find 
many areas of agreement. Wiping out these 
infuriating interlocks as a compulsory re
quirement is only a first step. Plenty of other 
steps remain. 

(WAVA editorial No. 37-74, for broadcast, 
May 8 1974] 

THE BUREAUCRATS BELT Us AGAIN 

(By Arthur W. Arundel) 
In the interests of cutting air pollution, 

the Government has leveled a number of 
important new standards on the Auto Indus
try in recent years. But if you are among 
those who have bought a new car this year. 
you have run into something called the igni
tion interlock which Government Safety 
People require now to keep 1974 models from 
even starting unless the driver and front 
passenger have buckled their seat belts. 
Well, with this they have in the name of 
safety gone just one too much. 

There is, of course, good evidence that seat 
belts reduce injuries, but I for one rebel at 
the Contraption, this idea of the Government 
forcing me to use a seat belt in order to start 
and drive my car. I want to make the deci
sion, not some government technocrat, 
whether or not to put on a seat belt for my 
own safety. And I want to know that if my 
wife is threatened by some punk or if a child 
is desperately m or hurt that she can get in 
the car and quickly drive way. We have al
ready read and heard of enough horror 
stories of these situations and others of peo
ple with sensitive shoulders or skin condi
tions who cannot even drive their car. 

While this system is designed to foil ama
teur tinkering, it can be canceled out by a 
sk1lled mechanic, and there wm be a lot of 
canceling. But why should people have to go 
thru this if they can't or don't want to use 
it, p8irticularly with the fuel situation drasti
cally lowering travel speed everywhere. 

It is all more evidence of something public 
opinion polls are finding in the resentment 
of a great many Americans feeling as pawns 
pushed around by forces outside their con
trol. This interlock is just going to increase 
perceptions of the Government as an oppres
sor and antagonist. And it just will inten
sify an already growing disrespect for law. 

These devices cost around $50 a car, and a 
great deal is being paid to mechanics to by
pass the system and for repairing breakdowns 
of the complex apparatus. 

If the Government wants to do some con
structive things on auto safety, it should do 
something about dangerous, unclear and 
badly placed road signs or developing simula
tors for use in training and licensing drivers, 
and tougher penalities against drunk drivers. 

But these devices to protect us from our
selves are simply government gone berserk 
with its power. 

(From the Cha.rlottesville (Va.) Daily 
Progress, Apr. 11, 1974] 

THE RIGHT TO PERSONAL RISK 

Owners of 1974 model automobiles have 
discovered, to their dismay, a novel and not 
altogether pleasing addition to their gleam
ing new land yachts. 

This addition is a government mandated 
contraption called a seat-belt interlock. It 

has also been called a number of other 
things, very few of them complimentary. 

The interlock is a switching mechanism 
that prevents the car from being started until 
the seat belts of front seat passengers are 
fastened. Any attempt to start automobiles 
equipped with these devices prior to 'buck
ling up' will activate just about everything 
in the vehicle except the motor. A buzzer 
buzzes indignantly, lights flash a dire warn
ing while the engine remains silent. 

Since on large models the system is con
trolled by three switches located under each 
section of the front seat, when there are only 
two passengers, these two must sit well with
in their own territory lest they activate the 
switch under the third seat, with nerve
jangling results. 

All of this strikes us as being somehow 
un-American. 

We are not opposed to seat belts. Statistics 
amply document the fact that their use does, 
indeed, reduce the risk of injury or death 
in case of an accident. 

But the use of seat belts or the choice not 
to use them is a purely private matter. The 
choice affects no one except the person 
making it. Unlike many other safety features, 
such as adequate lighting and good brakes, 
the seat belt has no impact on the safety 
of others using the road. Indeoo, there are 
cases where not being strapped into place 
saved the lives of accident victims. 

In any event, no one except the individual 
involved is affected in the slightest by that 
person's decision to use or not to use the 
seat belt. 

There is no objection to a buzzer or warn
ing light passively reminding a driver that 
his belt has not been fastened. Some people 
want to be so reminded. If they do not want 
to be, they can 'defeat• the alarm system by 
fastening the belt behind them and sitting 
on it. 

But the manufacturers of the interlocks 
have put their collective electronic genius 
to work to defeat the defeaters, and have 
been reasonably successful in doing so. 

For the government to assert a right to 
impose a positive safety requirement on an 
individual in what amounts to an exten
sion of his own home strikes us as extremely 
dangerous doctrine. 

Will there next be a law requiring hard 
hats while changing a spare tire? Must in
sulated boots be worn while changing a light 
bulb? Will there be government mandated 
mats in all showers and bath-tubs? 

Within the seat-belt interlock law is the 
seed of government paternalism gone mad, 
if indeed it has not already done so. 

One of the basic American rights, which if 
not imbedded in the Constitution is cer
tainly imbedded in the National psyche, is 
the Right To Personal Risk. 

It was the unfettered exercise of this in
herent, inalienable, and gloriously exciting 
right that made this Republic great. The 
propensity of a great people to take risks led 
to triumphs of technology, finance, industry, 
arts, politics, sports, learning and even the 
American Revolution itself. 

The west would hardly have been won if 
our forefathers had been required to strap 
themselves into their saddles and Conestoga 
wagons in order to make a government in
stalled buzzer shut up I 

While we urge the voluntary use of seat 
belts, we recognize that the right to per
sonal risk is an exalted right. 

It should be honored by the repeal of the 
law requiring the installation of seat-belt 
interlocks, the buzzing and fiashing of which 
is repugnant to every red-blooded American. 

[From the Richmond News Leader, July 9, 
1974) 

FIGHTING THE INTERLOCK 

The International Association of Chiefs of 
Police is complaining about the inefficiency 

that the interlock system, mandatory on all 
1974 vehicles, imposes on policemen. 

One policeman relates an instance in which 
he left his patrol car for a routine check on 
a bank. Returning to his car, he heard a shot 
and realized that someone in a passing car 
had shot at a pedestrian. The policeman ran 
to his car and turned on the ignition. The 
engine didn't respond; the policeman then 
remembered that he had to fasten his seat
belt to start his car. He reached for the belt 
ttnd pulled. And pulled. Nothing happened; 
the belt jammed. The car wouldn't start, and 
the car carrying the assailant got away. This 
oort of problem may lead the National High
way Trame Safety Administration to exempt 
police cars from the interlock system on the 
assembly line. 

If policemen Sire gritting their teeth about 
interlock malfunction, the average motorist 
is blowing his stack. In recent years, possibly 
no other bureaucratic intervention in priva.te 
life has caused more outrage and frustration. 
The interlock system requires that anything 
weighing 25 pounds-a bag of groceries, a 
person, a dog, or whatever-has to wear a 
seatbelt or the car won't start. Columnist 
George Will tells of the time he bought an 
oversized turkey for a holiday meal; his car 
wouldn't start until he buckled the turkey 
in. The accompanying shoulder harness is a 
distinct danger to anyone shorter than four 
feet, seven inches. Motorists can put their 
groceries in the trunk-but their children? 

Interlock failure also can be dangerous. It 
is estimated that a 3 per cent rate of inter
lock failure exists in the system; this means 
that as many as 300,000 1974 cars can k111 
their drivers. The system is unyielding; if 
the "sit down, fasten seatbelt, start car" se
quence is interrupted, the sequence has to 
be started all over again. This can mean a 
real challenge to a driver whose ca.r stalls on 
a railroad track while a train approaches, or 
to a driver who suddenly stops on a busy 
interstate highway. It also can have awful 
consequences for a woman trying to escape a 
would-be attacker. 

Several members of Congress have intro
duced legislation to repeal the mandatory re
quirement for an interlock system-but time 
marches on. Every day Detroit turns out more 
cars equipped with the interlock system, and 
motorists who buy them find that they have 
become slaves to their cars. Moreover, instal
lation of the interlock system costs an aver
age of $50 per car, so buyers of '74 models 
actually have to pay for their new misery. 
With the interlock system, as with other 
bureaucratic meddling the federal govern
ment proves itself not the servant of the 
taxpayer, but his tormentor. 

THE INTERLOCK SEQUENCE 

(By the Seatbelt System Owner's Guide) 
A safety system designed to reduce in

juries and save lives. Mandatory on all 1974 
cars. (Unless air bag equipped.) 

( 1) Get in your car. 
(2) Fasten your lap/shoulder harness. 
(A) If you have a front seat passenger, 

his seatbelts must be fastened also, or the 
car will not start. 

(B) If you have a package, handbag, brief
case, etc., weighing 25 lbs. or more, and have 
space only in the front seat, place the object 
on the front seat, and then buckle the pas
senger-side belt. 

(C) If you have a dog weighing 25 lbs. 
or more occupying the passenger seat, buckle 
the passenger-side belt before attempting to 
start car. 

(D) If the passenger-side belt is already 
buckled when you add the package, dog, or 
passenger, unbuckle, then rebuckle the belt 
before attempting to start car. 

( 3) Start your car. 
(A) If your1 car won't start, try unbuckling 

and rebuckling your belt (and your pas
senger's) to be sure the buckle was fully 
fastened. 
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(B) If that falls, turn the ignition key 

to "ON," then get out of your car and raise 
the hood. Press the bypass switch mounted 
on the fire wall to "START." Close the hood, 
get back in your car, buckle up, and turn 
your ignition all the way in normal starting. 

(C) If your car stalls, do not turn the 
ignition to "OFF" position. That way you 
can keep trying to start your car as often as 
necessary without leaving the car. 

(D) If you accidentally turn the ignition 
key to "OFF," turn it back to "ON," un
buckle, get out of the car, open the hood, 
press the bypass switch again for another 
"free" start. (Incidentally, if the bypass 
switch is taped down, the action will be 
detected in the switch and canceled.) 

(4) Drive your car. 
(A) If your dog is on the floor when you 

begin driving the car, and then jumps on 
the seat, and the passenger-side belt is un
buckled, a buzzer will sound. Stop the car 
and buckle the belt. 

(B) In a somewhat rare situation when 
driving over a very rough road, you may be 
bounced about in your seat. Should your 
engine be stopped, remain buckled in your 
seat and restart your car. A "bounce-time" 
delay (designed primarily to allow you to 
straighten your clothing after buckling up) 
also allows a restart in this situation. 

[From the Richmond News Leader 
August 19, 1974] 

A SMALL VICTORY 
The fight to regain some ground for indi

vidual rights made a strong advance last 
week when the House voted 337-49 to lift the 
federal requirement for the installation of 
the interlock system in 1974 and post-1974 
automobiles. The House measure would re
quire only the installation of seatbelts, ac
companied by warning dashboard lights. 

The House action would nullify one of the 
most pernicious acts of Big Brotherism that 
Washington has undertaken yet in its long 
crusade to protect everyone from himself. 
The arguments for the compulsory interlock 
system went something to this effect: Motor
ists were refusing to buckle up, despite the 
installation of dashboard warning lights on 
pre-1974 models. Some motorists may risk 
their lives by not buckling up. A bureaucracy 
that considers a citizen-and the citizen's 
taxes-as part of the nation's resources can
not permit such a situation. So, presto: The 
fiat goes out to Detroit. If the foolish motor
ist won't buckle his belt voluntarily, make 
it impossible for him to start his car until 
he does. 

Thousands of motorists who bought 1974 
automobile models have suffered grievous in
convenience as a result of the interlock sys
tem. Malfunction of the system, which added 
at least $50 to the cost of every car, was evi
dent in some 300,000 models. No doubt some 
drivers have been robbed, and some women 
accosted, as they struggled to obey the "sit 
down, fasten seat be1ts, start car" procedure 
to flee to safety. A network television prcf
gram recently focused on the problems of a 
salesman who travels across the country on 
his sales route. The salesman rents cars at 
airport rental units, and sometimes he has 
to struggle with the different interlock sys
tems as long as a half hour before he finally 
can start his rented car. 

The arguments in favor of a compulsory 
interlock system pale before the arguments 
against this gratuitous infringement on in
dividual rights. There are times when indi
vidual rights must defer to the rights of so
ciety, but a free society has an obligation to 
give both equal weight. By extension of the 
pro-interlock system arguments, almost any 
individual right that might bring harm to 
the individual exercising It could be usurped 
by government regulation. Some Americans 
overeat-and risk heart attacks and high 

. 

blood pressure. Others drink too much-and 
risk liver disease. Still others smoke in ex
cess-and risk respiratory disorders. The ex
ercise of the right to overindulge in food, 
liquor, and tobacco results in as great a risk 
to the individual as his refusal to buckle his 
seat belt. 

The government already interferes too 
much in the personal lives of m1llions. It 
may be desirable for a motorist and his 
passengers to use seatbelts for their own 
good, but they should be spared a govern
ment decree interfering with their right 
to decide that issue for themselves. When
ever a docile populace permits its govern
ment to abrogate an individual right of 
choice without ample justification, it risks 
losing all rights of individual choice. But 
Americans have not accepted the interlock 
system docilely. Many an interlock system 
has undergone a crippling operation at the 
local garage, restoring the automobile to 
its owner as an instrument of transportation 
rather than a buzzing mechanical scold. And 
voters by the thousand have deluged con
gressional offices with complaints that the 
interlock system creates more dangers than 
it averts. 

The weight of public opinion was respon
sible for the one-sided House action last 
week. The measure now goes to House-Sen
ate conference for reconciliation with a Sen
ate measure that contains no anti-interlock 
amendment. There are indications, however, 
that a number of Senators are willing to 
lead a fight against the interlock, and the 
happy result may be a final measure that 
would put Big Brother in his place. If so, the 
cause of personal freedom will have won one 
small victory in a war for individual rights 
that mostly has been marked by great 
defeats. 

[From the Norfolk Ledger-Star, May 30, 1974] 
AIR BAG APPREHENSIONS 

The tricking out of automobiles with an 
assortment of devices designed to do this 
or that for the well being of the driver and 
others came in for another potent bit of 
criticism the other day. 

The specific target was the same as it has 
been for other lay and expert worriers
the inflated air bag as a means of cushion
ing human impact in a collision. And the 
critic was a retired Air Force research scien
tist, Dr. John Paul Stapp, who has been in
volved in much study of how to protect hu
mans from sudden stops in mechanical con
veyances. 

He cites several risk areas in the use of 
the air bags-the most crucial being the 
uncertainty as to when inflation will occur. 
It may not happen when needed, and it may 
happen when not needed and thus actually 
cause an accident. 

This is precisely the point, and it's an en
couraging thing to find a knowledgeable in
dividual resisting the trend toward too easy 
acceptance of automatic safety devices. 

Anything mechanical can malfunction, 
and when the potential malfunction poses 
serious dangers or problems in itself, it is 
time to go slow. Ignitions that won't work 
unless seatbelts are fastened, buzzer sys
tems for the same purpose which create dis
tractions or annoyance, air pollution con
trols which can impair drivability when 
things go wrong and which cannot be readi
ly (and legally) removed, all this gadgetry 
can be building a mass of troubles, includ
ing some serious perils for the motoring pub
lic. The process calls for a whoa every once 
in a while. 

DEAR BILL: I have just received your latest 
"Bill Scott Reports" newsletter, Let me lend 
my full encouragement to your efforts in 
preventing the Department of Transporta
tion from imposing its insane seat belt
ignition system interlock on us. The limit 

of my irritation with this Nader-inspired 
mania was reached the other night when I 
had w refasten the seat belt on my 12 pound 
dachshund before I could start the car. 

Please help save us from our government. 

DEAR SENATOR ScOTT: In your March news
letter, you stated you were cosponsoring a 
legislative proposal to "prohibit the De
partment of Transportation from imposing 
mandatory seatbelt standards in vehicles re
quiring starter interlock systems." 

I'm not exactly sure what that means, 
but it prompts me to give you my views 
on the matter of seatbelts and interlock sys
tems 1n the current crop of late-model cars. 
Let me start by saying that few matters make 
me feel as strongly as I do about the ridicu
lous requirements imposed on citizens in 
their private automobiles. 

As an airplane pilot, I realize the impor
tance of seatbelts in most situations. But to 
install (or require manufacturers to install) 
buzzers, pressure sensitive devices and inter
lock systems so that I will wear seatbelts 
every time I sit down in the car is, I feel, 
an infringement on my private rights to 
choose to protect myself. 

I hear stories about people not being able 
to drive because they have placed a bag of 
groceries on the car seat. It is this type of 
nuisance that will keep me from buying 
a new car for as long as I can. All those de
vices are cumbersome and along with air bags 
(which I don't feel have proven worth), add 
considerable cost to automobiles which are 
already far too expensive. 

Legislate fines for not wearing seats belts
like those found in my 1969 Buick Skylark
but do not force me to wear them. I hope this 
is the position of your legislation. 

DEAR SENATOR SCOTT: Thank you for your 
newsletter. 

Many times l''ve wanted to write to express 
an opinion on a subject but like many peo
ple never got around to it. 

So I must feel pretty strong to finally get 
to it which is to express very strongly a sup
port of the prohibition from imposing man
datory seat belt standards in vehicles and 
hopefully do away with starter interlock 
systems. 

This is without a doubt a big brother re
quirement and the next step would be to do 
away with cars so we would be even safer, 
followed with removing all bath tubs be
cause many accidents happen there that in
jure people. Taking away the freedom of the 
people for their own good burns me up. 

The seat belt arrangement on the present 
cars had a big factor in my not buying a new 
car and wm be a negative factor until they 
are removed or I buy one with the intenrtion 
of installing a jumper wire. 

I was pleased that Virginia did not pass a 
state law requiring seat belts and I wished 
the Federal law would remove the opportu
nity of Virginia trying again. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, the first of these articles is a Wash
ington Star-News editorial entitled, "In
sufferable Hookup." It i.s an editorial 
dated August 15, 1974. 

We also have a column by James J. 
Kilpatrick that speaks about "Freedom 
from Interlocks." 

Now, I believe that Mr. Kilpatrick has 
expressed well the sentiments and 
thoughts of most of our citizens. He con
cludes by saying: 

On that vital principle of a free society, 
conservatives and liberals alike can find 
many areas of agreement. Wiping out these 
infuriating interlocks as a compulsory re
quirement is only a first step. Plenty of other 
steps remain . 
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Then we have a commentary by a ra
dio station, W AVA, over in Arlington 
County, appropriately titled, "The Bu
reaucrats Belt Us Again." 

There is also an editorial by the Char
lottesville Daily Progress, which is en
titled, "The Right to Personal Risk.'' 

Then we have one from the Richmond 
News Leader that is entitled, "Fighting 
the Interlock," and is also includes the 
Seatbelt System Owner's Guide, the In
terlock Sequence, with sizable list of in
structions on how to operate thi.s device. 

The first instruction is: Get in your 
car. 

Now, I have found that if I do not get 
in my car, I can turn the ignition on by 
reaching over the seat, and I can start 
the car without fastening the seatbelt, if 
I do that then I can get in and operate 
the car without having the seatbelt 
fastened. 

Then we have another editorial from 
the News Leader dated August 19, en
titled, "A Small Victory," which urges 
the Senate to eliminate the interlock 
requirement. 

In addition there is another editorial 
entitled, ''Air Bag Apprehensions,'' from 
the Norfolk Ledger-Star that also ob
jects to the interlock system being dic
tated by the Federal Government. 

Mr. President, I did ask that these be 
included in the RECORD, and the Chair 
did so, because I wanted the Members 
to see if they do not already know just 
what the feeling of the editors of Vir
ginia is. 

Our office has received a considerable 
amount of correspondence f;rom constitu
ents with regard to this regulation. 

I would like to read from just a few 
of them. 

A Fairfax lawyer writes--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's 6 minutes have expired. 
Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Will the 

Senator yield 2 additional minutes? 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I yield 

the distinguished Senator 2 more min
utes on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia is recognized for 2 
additional minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Reading: 
I have just received your latest "Bill Scott 

Reports" newsletter. Let me hand my full 
encouragement to your efforts in preventing 
the Department of Transportation from im
posing ·its insane seatbelt-ignition system 
interlock on us. The llmit of my irritation 
with this Nader-inspired mania was reached 
the other night when I had to refasten the 
seatbelt on my 12-pound dachshund before I 
could start the car. 

Then there is an excerpt from a letter 
from an Annandale resident, and he 
says: 

As an airplane pilot, I realize the impor
tance of seat belts in most situations. But 
to install (or require manufacturers to in
stall) buzzers, pressure sensitive devices and 
interlock systems so that I w111 wear seat 
belts every time I sit down in the car is, I 
feel, an infringement on my private rights 
to choose to protect myself. 

Then there is one from a real estate 
man from Norfolk which includes this 
statement: 

This is without a doubt a Big Brother re
quirement and the next step would be to do 
away with cars so we would be even safer, 

followed with removing all bathtubs because 
many accidents happen there that injure 
people. Taking away from the freedom of the 
people for their own good bums me up. 

Mr. President, in concluding, let me 
say that we would like to believe that 
this is a government in which individ
uals have some rights, and it just seems 
reasonable to me that we ought to have 
the freedom to decide whether we want 
to wear a seatbelt or not. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I hope that 
the amendment will be adopted in con
ference between the two bodies. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Will the Senator 
yield 1 minute? 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
name of the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON) be added as a 
cosponsor to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I address a question 
to the distinguished Senator from New 
York, pursuant to our previous exchange 
with respect to the modification. 

I will ask if there would be objection 
from the distinguished Senator from New 
York that the following change be made 
in the Buckley-Eagleton amendment 
now at the desk, and I will send the 
changing language to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Yor!: has a right to modify 
his amendment, I understand he is pre
pared to do so. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I hope the Senator 
from New York will accept the modifi
cation. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I accept the modifica
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be so modified and the 
clerk will state the modification. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page two, line 13 of the amendment, 
strike all after the word "thereto" through 
line 16 and insert in lieu thereof a period. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I fasten 
my own seatbelt. But, it is just silly that 
I should have to fasten the other for 
a loaf of bread and some cheese. 

It is probably not appropriate, so I 
will not make this as a serious sugges
tion, but I think this should be called 
the "Rube Goldberg" amendment for the 
idiotic system it seeks to eliminate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. We should consider 
that modification. 

I ask unanimous consent to add the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp
shire (Mr. CoTTON) as a cosponsor. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I would 

like to address my questions on proce
dure and interpretation to the Senator 
from New York (Mr. BucKLEY) and the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself as much time as I need here. My 
first question is on procedure and I would 
like to get a little clarification. 

It is my understanding that by this 
amendment, the Senator is seeking to 
get the Senate on record with regard to 
restraint systems. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. EAGLETON. That is correct. That 

is, I think, the understanding of both the 
Senator from New York and myself. 

Mr. HARTKE. As you are aware, if 
this amendment is adopted as part of 
S. 3934, we will be faced with a difficult 
procedural problem which would result 
in this matter being before two different 
conference committees simultaneously. 

To remedy this problem, it is my 
understanding that if your amendment 
is adopted by the rollcall vote which now 
has been ordered, that at such time the 
Senator from New York or the Senator 
from Missouri will move to reconsider, 
and that both Senators in such case 
would support that motion to reconsider. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. EAGLETON. That is correct. 
Mr. HARTKE. If the motion to re

consider is successful, I further under
stand that the Senator will then move 
to table the amendment and that he 
will also support that motion, or one to 
withdraw--

Mr. EAGLETON. I do not think it will 
be a tabling motion, but I understand 
after it is reconsidered, that the Sen
ator from New York will withdraw his 
amendment. 

Mr. HARTKE. As long as that is per
fectly clear, that is all right. 

Now, let me ask a question on inter
pretation of the amendment as it now 
reads. 

The amendment prohibits the Depart
ment of Transportation from requiring 
systems unless public hearings are held. 

Now, by the words, "any occupant re
straint system," I understand you do 
not mean to include such things as steer
ing columns, laminated windshields, and 
dashboard crash padding, is that correct? 

Mr. EAGLETON. The Senator's under
standing is correct. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. That is correct. 
Mr. HARTKE. All right, I want to clar

ify also the effect of the amendment. 
Paragraph (2) (A) would prohibit the 

Secretary of Transportation from pro
mulgating a motor vehicle safety stand
ard requiring the inclusion of an inter
lock system, except as provided by para
graph (2) (B) . Paragraph (2) (B) would 
require public hearings to be held before 
any new motor vehicle safety standard 
may be promulgated requiring any occu
pant restraint system or warning system 
in connection therewith. 

Is it your understanding that para
graph (2) (B) would allow the Secretary, 
if he deemed it advisable, to promulgate 
a motor vehicle safety standard requir
ing an interlock system accompanied by 
an override feature if public hearings are 
held on that proposal? 

Mr. EAGLETON. As the language 
stands, the answer to the Senator's 
question is a technical yes. I personally 
would not favor it, and I frankly do not 
believe that the Department of Trans-
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portation would favor it, either. But my 
answer to the Senator from Indiana is a 
technical "yes.·· 

Mr. HARTKE. Do I have the same 
understanding from the Senator from 
New York? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I am not too sure 
that I understood the question. Is it 
that if this amendment is adopted, would 
the Secretary of the Department of 
Transportation be able to maintain the 
interlock system merely by putting an 
override system in? 

Mr. HARTKE. He would be authorized 
to promulgate a whole new standard 
regarding the interlock with the over
ride option and have a hearing on that 
standard. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. That would be au
thorized. 

Mr. HARTKE. I understand the Sen
ator from Alaska wanted to be recog
nized. 

How much time does the Senator 
wish? 

Mr. STEVENS. Just a couple of 
minutes. 

Mr. HARTKE. I yield 2 minutes. 
Mr. STEVENS. I have a statement and 

a substitute for the Buckley amendment 
that I intended to offer. 

Mr. President, most of us in the 
Senate are very concerned about the 
annoying and irritating buzzers and 
interlocks that have been forced on 
millions of people by the Department 
of Transportation. 

I am very sympathetic with the people 
in Alaska and all around the country 
who have written and telephoned their 
displeasure with this imposition by the 
Federal bureaucracy. 

If there is any way to influence the 
motoring public to take more care in its 
travels and to use the safety belt re
straints that every shred of medical and 
scientific evidence in the safety commu
nity shows are extremely effective in 
preventing deaths and injuries, surely it 
is not by driving them to the wall with a 
loud and distasteful buzzer, and elec
tronic gadgetry that interferes with the 
starting and operation of the cars. 

I am in complete agreement with my 
colleagues that we should take immedi
ate action to prohibit mandatory inter
locks. 

I am concerned, however, about the 
way we accomplish this, for not only do 
we want to protect our constitutents 
from future arbitrary regulatory actions, 
but we also want to continue reaping 
the benefits from the increased safety 
belt use that has been observed 1n the 
1974 cars. 

I think we should be certain not to 
overlook what has happened in the last 
2 years regarding seatbelts and their 
use by the motoring public. 

In years past it has generally been 
recognized that only about 20 percent 
of Americans bother to buckle our lap 
belts, and fewer than 5 percent of us use 
both the lap and shoulder belts. 

In an attempt to remedy this unfortu
nate situation, the Department of Trans
portation beginning in January of 1972 
required that safety belts be equipped 
with buzzers and a light on the instru-

ment panel to indicate when safety belts 
were not properly fastened. 

Unfortunately, the system mandated 
by DOT was so easily circumvented that 
there was little effect on belt use. Some 
studies showed that it increased, others 
that it remained the same. But in any 
case, no study showed that seat belt 
usage rose in a significant manner. 

As a recourse, manufacturers were re
quired to install starter interlocks in 
addition to buzzers and the light-and 
to make the belt system operate sequen
tia11y in 1974 model cars. 

Without doubt, something in that sys
tem was effective. For a current DOT 
study of use rates in 19 cities across the 
country shows tenfold increase in use of 
lap and shoulder belts in 1974 cars, com
pared with earlier model years, and a 
threefold increase in use of lap belts. 

Whereas the average use of lap
shoulder belts has been 5 percent or less, 
it is about 50 percent in 1974 cars. And 
while only about 20 percent of all people 
bother with lap belts, the DOT study 
shows that 67 percent are using them in 
1974 cars. 

These high use rates can only be re
garded as significant achievement in 
highway safety, because safety belts 
have been shown time and again to be 
very effective in preventing deaths and 
injuries. 

Just recently, the highly respected Dr. 
B. J. Campbell, director of the Highway 
Safety Research Center at the University 
of North Carolina, read a paper at a 
DOT safety conference in San Francisco. 
His study, based on mass North Carolina 
accident data, shows a 70-percent overall 
reduction in death for belted drivers 
whose cars were involved in crashes. 
This was the average overall reduction in 
d~aths for five car-size groups: full size, 
it!termediate, compact, subcompact, and 
imports. 

I am convinced that we must make 
every effort to maintain the use rates ob
served in 1974 cars. I am persuaded that 
the most effective element of the belt 
systems in 1974 cars is not the interlock 
and its no-start feature, but the sequen
tial operation of the belts. 

For this reason, I feel strongly that we 
should assure that the sequential feature 
is retained as a requirement when we 
eliminate interlocks and buzzers. 

And I do not think the public will ob
ject to a light, prominently and strategi
cally placed on the instrument panel, one 
not easily ignored by the driver, or an
other device, that will signal when the 
appropriate belts are not fastened prop
erly by an occupant. 

If we do not make this provision, and 
safety belt use declines to former low 
and unacceptable levels, I think there 
can be one consequence. There will be 
substantially more pressure brought to 
bear on DOT and the Congress for man
datory air bags. 

I have voiced my concerns about the 
air bags for several years. In many areas 
of Alaska, and in many of the lower 48 
States, there are temperature extremes 
for sustained periods of time. No testing 
of consequence, no real-world documen
tation of air bag operations in extremely 
low temperatures over long periods of 

time has been done. We cannot be as
sured that the bags will work properly 
when they are needed, nor can we be 
certain that they will not misfire or blow 
up when not required. 

There is considerable controversy sur
rounding the airbags. Conflicting claims 
are made regarding their cost, with 
manufacturers stating that prices may be 
as high as $300. Likewise, claims for 
their effectiveness range all over the 
board with experts in the field seriously 
disagreeing. 

For these reasons, I think we must 
take care to protect consumers against 
arbitrary imposition of airbags or any 
other device that cannot be shown con
clusively to be better or cost effective. 

My amendment gives this protection 
to the consumer by requiring that any 
regulation or safety standard for occu
pant restraints will guarantee that the 
automobile purchaser has a choice in re
straint systems-either the time-tested 
and proved safety belt system that costs 
$90 or less, or the new and yet not ade
quately proved airbag with lap belts, that 
may cost upwards of $300 ultimately, or 
a passive belt system. 

My proposal also would protect the 
automobile manufacturer from being 
forced to try and meet a standard for 
which the technology has not been de
veloped or adequately tested and proved 
effective, both from safety and cost 
standpoints. The passive system must not 
only meet these criteria within the De
partment of Transportation, but either 
House of Congress may disapprove the 
plan within 30 calendar days. 

Mr. President, I intended to urge the 
Senate to adopt this amendment. It is 
reasonable, it imposes no financial or 
other burden on the public, it will main
tain high seat belt use rates, and wtll 
rid us once and for all of the irritating 
buzzer and interlock systems. I ask 
unanimous consent that my amendment 
be printed in the RECORD immediately 
following my remarks. 

In view of the stated intent to rescind 
this amendment offered by the Senator 
from New York, if adopted, I shall not 
offer my substitute. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

On page , line , insert the following: 
Where appropriwte. 

That section 103(a) of the National Traf
fic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 is 
amended by inserting " ( 1) " after "Sec. 103. 
(a)" and by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"(2) (A) Effective with respect to any mo
tor vehicle manufactured on or after the 
date of passage of this section, no vehicle 
safety standards shall require anything other 
than such vehicle be equipped with an oc
cupant restraint system consisting of inte
grated lap and shoulder safety belts for front 
outboard occupants and lap belts for other 
occupants combined with a sequential re
minder system to indicate when belts for 
such front outboard occupants are not prop
erly fastened. 

"(B) Effective with respect to any motor 
vehicle manufactured on or after August 15, 
1976, such standards shall require that the 
purchaser have the option of having such 
vehicle equipped with (i) The occupant re
straint and reminder system described in 
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subparagraph (A) (i) above, or (11) a passive 
occupant restraint system such as one con
sisting of air bags and lap belts capable of 
operating under extreme climatic conditions, 
or a belt system provided said system is 
deemed feasible (both technologically feasi
ble and cost effective) by the Department of 
Transportation. Passive restraint system is 
defined as one that requires no specific man
ual activity on the part of the occupant to 
make such system operative. Said system will 
go into effect unless, before the end of the 
first period of 30 calendar days of continu
ous session of Congress after the date on 
which the plan is transmitted, either House 
adopts a resolution disapproving the plan so 
recommended and submitted. The continuity 
of a session is broken only by an adjourn
ment of the Congress sine die, and the days 
on which either House is not in session be
cause of an adjournment of more than 3 days 
to a.day certain are excluded in the computa
tion of the 30-day period. 

(d) Subsections (e)-(k) of this section are 
enacted by Congress-

( 1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa
tives, respectively, and as such they are 
deemed a part of the rules of each House, 
respectively, but applicable only with re
spect to the procedure to be followed in the 
House in the case of resolutions described 
by this section; and they supersede other 
rules to the extent that they are incon
sistent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same man
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of that House. 

(e) I! the committee, to which has been 
referred a resolution disapproving the al
ternative plan of the President, has not 
reported the resolution at the end of 10 
calendar days after its introduction, it is in 
order to move either to discharge the com
mittee from further consideration of the res
olution or to discharge the committee from 
further consideration of any other resolu
tion with respect to the same plan which has 
been referred to the committee. 

(f) A motion to discharge may be made 
only by an individual favoring the resolu· 
tion, is highly privlleged (except that tt may 
not be made after the committee has re
ported a resolution with respect to the same 
recommendation) , and debate thereon 1s lim
ited to not more than 1 hour, to be divided 
equally between those favoring and those op
posing the resolution. An amendment to the 
motion is not in order, and it 1s not in order 
to move to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion is agreed to or disagreed to. 

(g) If the motion to discharge is agreed to, 
or disagreed to, the motion may not be re
newed, nor may another motion to dis
charge the committee be made with respect 
to any other resolution with respect to the 
same alternative plan. 

(h) When the committee has reported, or 
has been dtscharged from further considera
tion of, a resolution with respect to an al
ternative plan, it is at any time thereafter in 
order (even though a previous motion to the 
same effect has been disagreed to) to move 
to proceed to the consideration of the resolu
tton. The motion is highly privileged and is 
not debatable. An amendment to the motion 
is not in order, and it is not in order to move 
to reconsider the vote by Which the motion 
is agreed to or disagreed to; 

(i) Debate on the resolution Is limited to 
not more than 2 hours, to be divided equally 
between those favoring and those opposing 
the resolution. A motion further to limit de· 
bate is not debatable. An amendment to, or 
motion to recommit, the resolutton 1s not in 
order, and lt is not in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the resolution ls 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, as one 
of the conferees on the pending measure 
that has the seatbelt provision in it, I 
want to state that I think this is a rather 
strange procedure, and I hope that 
everyone will not be misled. 

I would be happy to have the guidance 
of my colleagues in this matter. Since it 
is sort of a free vote, I do not, as a con
feree, take it as an instruction from the 
Senate when everyone knows in advance 
it will be rescinded if passed. Therefore, 
I wanted to be certain that the record 
would show the substitute that I would 
have offered if the motion to table a 
Buckley amendment had not carried, in 
order to try to work out an accommoda
tion with what I consider to be the views 
of those of us who believe that the se
quential system should be maintained. 
The only real annoying feature in this 
system today is the interlock. 

Mr. EAGLETON. And the buzzer. 
Mr. STEVENS. The buzzer, if it is not 

too obtrusive a signal, does not bother 
me. I have a buzzer that goes off if I leave 
my lights on. I have a buzzer that goes off 
if I leave the keys in my car. It does not 
bother me. But, when you have the in
terlock and a noisy buzzer, that bothers 
people. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. STEVENS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. EAGLETON. The Senator from 

Alaska has driven me home from the 
Senate, has he not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. HARTKE. I yield 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Did the Senator not 
express to me one night when he drives 
his car, he drives it in an absent-minded 
state of mind? If that be the case, the 
buzzer may not be offensive to the ~
tinguished Senator from Alaska. But for 
one who drives his car in a total state 
of ready alert, I find it most obnoxious 
to me. 

Mr. STEVENS. As ·one who does drive 
absent-mindedly at times, because I am 
trying to think of ways to answer my 
good friend, I would admit that the buz
zer does not offend me as much as one 
who drives without his mind wandering. 

But I still say it is the interlock that 
is offensive; the sequential system that 
brings about a reminder to people to 
buckle up, is the device we ought to try 
to preserve. 

I have been a pilot for 30 years. I can
not remember getting into an airplane 
without buckling my belt. I think that 
was instilled in us when we learned how 
to fly. What we need to do is instill in 
future generations the concept of buck
ling up or having some type of passive 
restraint. We will reduce the deaths on 
the road. We will reduce the inflationary 
impact of this fantastic cost to the coun
try of these injuries and deaths. 

That would have been the objective of 
my substitute for the Buckley amend
ment had we decided to go the full 
course. I can accept the fact that the 
Senate, in effect, is saying to the con
ferees to work out something that meets 
the current mood of the country to do 
away with the interlocks and the an
noyances, if there is annoyance, from the 

signal. But we are not going to abandon 
all of the safety measures that have been 
brought about by the Commerce Com
mittee, under the direction of our chair
man, the Senator from Indiana and 
others-safety measures that have ac
complished much over these years, and 
have great promise for real success in the 
future. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, this 

amendment still leaves me very uncom
fortable. I do not intend to support the 
amendment although I do not think that 
will make a major difference on the vote. 
I am fully cognizant of the great amount 
of anxiety that the Nation has about the 
interlock system. I think probably public 
opinion at this moment is overwhelm
ingly opposed to the continuation of the 
system. But that does not leave me with
out a great deal of personal feeling of 
responsibility in this field. 

I have been concerned with automo
bile safety now sin·ce 1966. I have had 
more than my share of exposure to pub
lic discontent when we move forward 
with diligence with unpopular safety 
items. 

The simple fact of it is is that while 
this debate is going on, six people will 
have lost their lives as a result of auto
mobile accidents. 

The fact of it is is that we could prob
ably reduce that by at least one-third if 
we have effective restraint systems that 
the public would use. 

The fact of it is 1s that the cost of 
putting in some type of passive restraint 
system is not prohibitive when you con
sider the total cost to the Nation of hav
ing some 57,000 lives snuffed out every 
year on the highway, and an additional 
2,100,000 requiring hospitalization. 

One company, Allstate Insurance, has 
been very active-and I pay tribute to 
them-in promoting the passive restraint 
system. The ability of the Department of 
Transportation to promulgate a passive 
restraint standard is preserved here. 
That company offers a 30-percent reduc
tion in the cost of their insurance 
premium in a no-fault insurance State 
if there is an air bag in the car. That is 
a substantial saving. 

The most important thing is not the 
dollar sign. That was the big argument 
we had in the Commerce Committee 
from the very beginning: Economics 
versus life and human suffering. 

I frankly think it is annoying to have 
to be strapped into a seat. But it is 
despairing to see a little baby or person 
who is strapped to a bed, because they 
have been injured in an automobile ac
cident. You can go and see the blood; 
you see the glass; and you see the metal. 
And that is not a pleasant sight. 

All the gaiety that we have heard on 
this floor about people who have had 
annoyance disappears very rapidly when 
you consider what we are talking about. 
What we are talking about here is some 
way to try to reduce that death toll. 

Truthfully, you can talk about "big· 
brotherism." But "big brotherism" as it 
is called, is not unique to this situation. 
Look at any type of disease immuniza
tion programs. If we want to make an 
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immunization program effective, whether 
we are right or wrong and whether 
human nature should be that way, we 
have to make it mandatory. 

That is what we did about smallpox. 
That is what we did about the various 
childhood diseases, such as diphtheria. 
And that is also what we do in a manu
facturing plant. We require a man to put 
both hands on a machine now, with a 
safety device, so he cannot operate the 
machine with only one hand. 

In other words, on the whole field of 
safety, human nature seems to require 
something to force us to do what is safe. 

What everyone is saying here is that 
seatbelts are a good idea, but we ought 
not have them. 

It is a paradox. It is not unusual. This 
Senate fioor is paradoxical on a lot of 
things. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Will the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. HARTKE. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. EAGLETON. I do not want a pro

tracted exchange with the Senator, be
cause I do not want to get involved in 
the blood &nd gore that is about to spew 
forth. 

May I address a question to the Sena
tor from Indiana? There is nothing in 
this amendment that outlaws seatbelts. 
Seatbelts will still remain in the car. 
All this says is he cannot have the man
datory buzzer and the mandatory inter
lock. Even the Senator from Indiana was 
about to offer an amendment to put an
other button on the dashboard of the 
car. You would push the magical but
ton and that would emasculate the sys
tem. 

If the Senator from Indiana is so de
vout in his advocacy of the buzzer, of the 
interlock system, why would he even 
suggest to put a button on that can strip 
the system out of operation? 

Mr. HARTKE. I explained that to the 
Senator at lunch. The button is trying to 
defeat the Buckley amendment. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I assume the Senator 
from Indiana is very sincere about this. 

Mr. HARTKE. I am very sincere. I told 
the Senator at lunch about that. I do not 
intend to vote for this amendment. I 
may not have voted for the amendment 
I have suggested, for the very simple 
reason that I believe we ought to keep 
the interlock until passive systems are 
standard equipment. 

Australia has mandatory utilization of 
seatbelts, and it has reduced the death 
toll. What we are saying is we are not 
eliminating these seatbelts. The Senator 
is eliminating the use of them, however. 

There are two ways to increase belt 
usage. One is by an interlock system. The 
other is to make a criminal penalty for 
failure to wear it. I would not even be 
opposed to that. 

In other words, I think that we want 
to go ahead and reduce that death toll, 
reduce the agony in practically every 
family in America, because in fact, al
most every family will ultimately feel 
the trauma of an accident. I have had 
my agony. A member of my family did 
not get to a hospital. My sister went to 
the grave. That is the difference. It is not 
your family that will be immune when 
you get that telephone call in the middle 

of the night saying that one of your own 
was involved in an accident, and the ac
cident was fatal. 

Then you ask yourself a question as to 
whether you put the stamp of fatality 
on: Did you press the button that killed 
one of your own? 

I have seven childern, and I am con
cerned about all the other children of 
America. 

I just say, quite honestly, that I think 
this is the biggest backward step in the 
field of automobile safety ever taken by 
the Federal Government. Yet, I know 
that evidently the public is determined 
to take it. 

I hope and pray that we do not waste 
too much time moving toward passive 
restraint. That is why I want to 
thank the Senator from New York and 
the Senator from Missouri for modifying 
their amendment, because we have not 
closed that door. Ask the people who have 
seen the air bag work. Ask Mr. DeLorean, 
a former General Motors executive who 
is a genius in this field. He demonstrated 
to us 2 days ago how the air bag can 
be effective, and how little inconvenience 
they really are. 

Yes, I would prefer the air bags to 
the interlock system; but I say, first, that 
the ultimate concern should not be upon 
the method. Make it as convenient as 
possible, so that the turkeys and the 
loaves of bread and the dachshunds can 
be placed on the seat. Fine. But in the 
meantime, make sure that your wife, 
your children, your mother, your rela
tives, and all the people in America are 
given an opportunity to live out their life
times as they should. 

In my judgment, this amendment is 
costing us more th~n any single appro
priation we make to the National Insti
tes of Health, and that is a pretty serious 
charge. I am fully cognizant of what is 
going to happen. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a description of the override op
tion to which the Senator from Missouri 
made reference. That was an effort by 
some of us to try to provide some amelio
rating conditions to the situation. 

Mr. President, in connection with this 
override button concept, I ask unanimous 
consent to put the following statement 
of the Consumer Federation of America 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE OVERRIDE OPTION-BALANCING THE 

INTERESTS 

The Resolution which I am co-sponsoring 
would require the consumer to be offered an 
optional interlock override button. I would 
like to explain the rationale of this approach. 

The Department of T~a.nsport&tion esti
mates that the interlock system will save 
7,000 lives annually and prevent injuries to 
340,000 people. With the system, lap and 
shoulder belt usage has been increased to 
over 50%. Without the interlock, it will once 
again fall to below 10%. On the other hand, 
many find the interlock system to be coer
cive and annoying and argue that it smacks 
of "big brotherism." 

Our Resolution attempts to strike a bal
ance between individual freedom and pub
lic safety. By allowing the consumer to over
ride the system, the coercive aspects of the 

interlock are bypassed; the consumer can 
choose not to be protected. But that choice 
must be made each time he rides in his car 
rather than by force of habit. 

Further, the interlock now has a defeat 
rate of 41%. I believe many defeat the sys
tem permanently because of the annoyance 
of having to buckle up just to move the car 
in the driveway or to put it in the garage. If 
the individual has the opportunity with the 
override button to selectively defeat the sys
tem when use is inconvenient, then perhaps 
he will buckle up for highway driving. Thus, 
unlike the Buckley-Eagleton approach where 
there is no effective reminder to use belt 
systems, our approach would not h-ave that 
detrimental effect on public safety. 

In short, I cannot in good conscience sup· 
port a provision which would ktll 7,000 peo
ple per year and injure 340,000. Our Resolu
tion would have the effect of trying to main
tain high rate of belt usage, but would also 
allow a freedom of choice. 

STATEMENT OF CONSUMER FEDERATION Oll' 
AMERICA 

Consumer Federation of America which 
represents the interests of over 30 million 
consumers throughout the Nation, strongly 
endorses Chairman Magnuson's amendment 
to create a push-button bypass to seat belt 
interlock systems, and to require replace
ment of this system with air bags beginning 
in 1977. 

The benefits of the interlock and air bag 
systems to the consumer have been amply 
demonstrated-lives would be saved and in
surance rates would drop substantially. 
These facts remain undisputed. The issue in 
controversy is whether these safety systems 
should be required or simply "optional ex
tras", added to the base price of the auto
mobile. As standard equipment they would 
be produced and utilized on a. larger scale, 
thus lowering the cost per unit and lower
ing universally for all owners of new cars. 
As "optional extras" consumers with low 
incomes would be tempted to reject this 
safety equipment thus endangering their 
lives, and the lives of their fam111es and 
guests. 

For years the FAA has required the wearing 
of seatbelts in airplanes during takeoff a.nd 
landings. Mindful of the risks involved, con
sumers have not complained. However, deaths 
and injuria£ resulting from automobile acci
dents far outnumber those resulting from 
airplane mishaps. How can the Federal jus
tify requiring seat belts in the former case 
and not in the latter? 

One of the most awesome re£pons1bllities 
of Government is to promote the "health, 
safety and welfare" of the citizens. Con
sumer Federation of America views any vote 
against this important amendment as a 
grave abdication of a legislator's respon
sibtilty. 

Mr. HARTKE. If there is a nightmare, 
as the present interlock system and the 
seatbelt system have been described, that 
nightmare is not nearly as bad as a night 
in a hospital. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York has 5 minutes. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield myself 3 min
utes. 

Mr. President, I am aware of the con
cern and the sincerity of the concern of 
the Senator from Indiana. But I believe 
that a free individual and a free society 
presuppose the fact that human beings 
are mature enough to look after their 
own interests. I believe that the role of 
Government should be to make sure that 



30848 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 11, 1974 

one individual does not harm another. 
If we are to have Government assume 
the role of protecting every individual 
against every risk, then perhaps we will 
see the Government-and I am not face
tious about this-outlawing mountain 
climbing, outlawing pleasure flying, out
lawing Evel Knievel in his idiotic stunt 
of the past weekend. 

I believe that the way we meet the ob
jectives of the Senator from Indiana is to 
require that those seatbelts be there, re
quire the light which is a reminder, and 
then educate. I believe that the process 
of education has done more to get peo
ple to understand the need to protect 
themselves and protect their families 
with seatbelts than all the gadgetry that 
so irritates at least 50 percent of the 
consumers in this country that they find 
ways of circumventing it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to add the name of the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. BARTLETT) as a co
sponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 1 minute? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

should like to address these remarks to 
the Senator from Indiana. 

Although I have not totally made up 
my mind with respect to the Senator 
from Alaska's concern about the buzzer 
system, let me suggest to the Senator 
from Indiana, for those of us who have 
large families and have a genuine con
cern for the well-being of those who 
travel in automobiles, that perhaps the 
Senator is forgetting that if onerous re
strictions are imposed of the type we 
have had explained here today, which 
are so ridiculous that they become almost 
something one cannot live with, one 
might try to figure out what the Ameri
can people are going to do about it. It 
appears to me that we are going to get 
less effective use of seatbelts by the at
titude that the Senator from Indiana 
describes here than a realistic one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from New York has ex
pired. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Take the case of the 
farmer in my State who says, "I'm not 
going to use that system. I'm going to 
find a way to get rid of it. It's absurd. 
I'll find some mechanic who will discon
nect it." That fellow is apt to use no 
seatbelt. 

The point I make is that those who feel 
as does the Senator from Indiana have 
just as good an argument, that to have a 
ridiculous kind of safety device imposed 
on the American people is no assurance 
that they are going to use it. To the con
trary, a reasonable device that gives them 
the incentive to do it themselves, rather 
than the incentive to find ways to avoid 
it, is probably, in the long run, far more 
calculated to have more people use seat
belts than the system that the Senator 
from New York, and the Senator from 
Missouri are trying to get out of our 
cars. 

Mr. HARTKE. I understand the irrita-

tion. I understand that people are trying 
to beat the system. That does not make 
it right. That is all I can say. 

In other words, we forced the manu
facturers to give them a collapsible steer
ing column. We instituted all these stand
ards. We have forced tire standards to 
be changed. We have been working on all 
these things in the field of safety since 
1966, and every step of the way there 
has been the same type of opposition 
which has been hammered out. But the 
fact is that if you want to have fewer 
people killed on the highways, you must 
have strong legislation of this kind. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HARTKE. How much time does 
the Senator desire? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Two minutes. 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Indiana has 10 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. HARTKE. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the noted 
Supreme Court Justice Louis Brandeis 
once warned that we should be "most on 
our guard to protect liberty when the 
·Government's purposes are beneficent." 

This warning is particularly appropri
ate in connection with our principal form 
of transportation, the automobile, which, 
with the help of the Federal Govern
ment, is fast becoming a Rube Goldberg
like contraption available only to the 
rich. 

The best, or perhaps worst, example of 
Government meddling is the seat-belt 
interlock system. The driving public is 
clearly turned off by this Government
mandated device for turning on their 
cars. 

In my own State of Michigan, a sur
vey conducted by Motor News magazine 
has revealed that an overwhelming 76 
percent of the drivers polled are opposed 
to the interlock system. 

Interestingly, during hearings before 
the Senate Commerce Committee earlier 
this year, Sydney Terry, a vice president 
of Chrysler Corp., indicated that con
sumer concern about the interlock sys
tem even exceeded concern about gaso
line mileage. 

The interlock is more than a nuisance. 
It adds at least $50 to the price of a new 
car, and poses a real safety hazard when 
a car must be started in emergency situa
tions. 

Since enactment of the National Motor 
Vehicle Traffic Safety Act in 1966, the 
cumulative cost of various Federal safety 
and emission standards and regulations 
is over $700, according to spokesmen for 
the industry. For the medium-priced car, 
that means that over 20 percent of the 
cost is now attributable to Government 
regulation. 

I wonder, if you drive the price of an 
automobile up to the point where your 
youngster buys a motorcycle instead, 
whether you are really doing him a favor. 

At a time when much attention is be
ing given to the importance of protecting 
the consumer, it seems to me that the 
consumer first needs to be protected 
from the excesses of big government. 

Safety, health and environmental pro
tection are important and commendable 
goals. But in striving to achieve these 
goals we cannot repeal the funda
mental laws of economics or completely 
ignore the liberties of people. As the Wall 
Street Journal recently suggested, edi
torially, the Government ought to treat 
"drivers as adults." 

It is interesting to note that perhaps 
the greatest degree of driving safety has 
been achieved solely by lowering the 
speed limit to 55 miles per hour. 

So far in 1974 there have been 6,000 
fewer fatalities than for the correspond
ing period in 1973, or a reduction of 
about 20 percent. This should tell us 
something about the wisdom of ever 
more costly and complex Government 
regulation of the design and manufac
ture of automobiles. 

Fortunately, the House of Representa
tives has already responded to common
sense by voting to repeal the interlock 
standard and by an overwhelming mar
gin of 339 to 49. Hopefully, the Senate 
will follow suit by approving the pending 
Buckley-Eagleton amendment. 

This amendment also provides for a 
further review of the proposed Federal 
standard to require passive restraints
or air bags. Although the Department of 
Transportation has concluded that air 
bags could save as many as 15,000 lives 
per year by 1985, they will also add at 
least $200 more to the price of new cars. 
And questions still exist about the pro
tection they would afford small car driv
ers, not to mention their effectiveness 
in side and rollover accidents. In fact, 
the proposed DOT standard would re
quire seat belts plus a sequential warning 
system-that is, if seat belts are not 
fastened, a buzzer will be activated if air 
bags do not provide sufficient protection 
in such accidents. This latter cost would 
probably negate any savings achieved 
from removal of the interlock system. 

In a March 21 editorial, the New York 
Times concluded that-

Between the law and a belt less chafing 
than the present cumbersome harness, we 
might well achieve a reasonable measure of 
highway safety without compulsory trial of 
the inadequately tested air bag-especially 
if the energy crisis continues to keep speeds 
down and traffic reduced. 

At the very least, this matter needs to 
be investigated further as would be re
quired by the Buckley-Eagleton amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HARTKE. How much time does 
the Senator desire? 

Mr. PASTORE. Two minutes. 
Mr. HARTKE. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the 

question that occurs to me is not so much 
the irritation or the inconvenience, be
cause, after all, all of us can learn to 
live with that. To me, it is a question of 
safety. Do we have any statistics as to 
whether or not these systems really have 
saved lives? 

Mr. HARTKE. Yes. 
Mr. PASTORE. Can we not put them 

in the RECORD? 
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Mr. HARTKE. Yes. I shall put them 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD not 
only these statistics but also other mate
rial which supports utilization of the 
interlock system and other passive re
straint systems. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ABsTRACT TAKEN FROM A DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION REPORT ENTITLED "ANAL• 
YSIS OF EFFECTS OF PROPOSED CHANGES TO 
PASSENGER CAR REQUIREMENTS OF MVSS 
208", AUGUST 1974 
This report analyzes the impact of pro

posed changes to Motor Vehicle Safety Stand
ard 208 "Occupant Crash Protection" as 
they apply to passenger cars (Figure 1). The 
proposal of March 19, 1974, would extend the 
present 3 options including interlock-belt 
systems to September 1, 1976, and thereafter 
would require passive protection supple
mented by lap belts with sequential warning 
if needed for rollover protection in front 
seats. Lap belts would be required in rear 
seats. 

Interlock-belt system effectiveness was 
compared with air cushion-lap belt system 
effectiveness in terms of reduced deaths and 
injuries (Figures 12 and 13). If the total 
passenger car population were equipped with 
the interlock-belt system we could expect 
7,000 fewer fatalities and 340,000 fewer in
juries annually (Figures 7 and 8). Compara
ble figures for the air cushion-lap belt sys
tem are 15,600 and 1,000,000, respectively 
(Figures 9 and 10). Using three different 
techniques for economic analysis, the bene
fit/cost ratios range from 2.9 to 5.2 for the 
interlock-belt system and from 3.6 to 6.0 for 
the air cushion-lap belt system. 

In conclusion, results of this study show 
that the proposed rulemaking, represented 
by the air cushion-lap belt system, is clearly 
superior to the interlock-belt system in the 
reduction of fatalities and injuries. Further
more, the air cushion-lap belt system is fully 
justified even from an economic point of 
view since its benefit/cost ratio and its in
cremental benefit/cost ratio (incremental 
benefits/incremental costs) are substantially 
in excess of 1.0. 

STATEMENTS OF SENATOR HARTKE ON 
PASSIVE RESTRAINTS 

WHY PASSIVE PROTECTION? 
The Commerce Committee has heard many 

hours of debate on the relative merits of seat . 
belts and airbags. Some people argue that 
belts provide better protection in a crash; 
others contend that the airbag is a superior 
system. I think that the most salient point 
that must be made, however, is that regard
less of how effective a restraint system is, 
it wlll save no lives unless that system has 
been activated and is being used. 

Since 1966, when seat belts were first in
stalled in motor vehicles, we have been trying 
to get motorists to buckle up. We've tried 
ad campaigns; we've tried warning lights; 
we've tried buzzers; and now we've tried 
interlocks. The interlock has increased lap 
and shoulder belt usage to over 50%. With
out the interlock, belt usage would fall prob
ably to below 10%. Before interlock, the 
usage rate was 4%. 

To increase the usage rate I believe that 
the Department of Transportation must 
move as quickly as possible towards passive 
restraint systems. A passive restraint requires 
no affirmative action by the vehicle occupant 
in order to be protected. The system is al
ways "activated" and the occupant is al
ways protected. The usage rate is 100%. 

A passive restraint system such as the air
bag is much less offensive when a belt system. 
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Vehicle occupants do not become tangled in 
a spaghetti-type web of belts. The system is 
comfortable and will not obstruct vision. 

The question of relative life-saving poten
tial aside, by moving towards passive re
straints we wlll achieve a much higher level 
of protection while providing a more com
fortable system of protection. 

THE AffiBAG: WHY NOT AN OPTION? 
There are some who believe that the air

bag system ought to be an optional rather 
than standard equipment. I believe a real
istic examination of the economics of the 
problem will explain why this is not a fea
sible alternative. 

During model year 1974, the General Mo
tors Corporation offered the air cushion re
straint system as an option on its luxury 
cars for the price of $225. GM has now an
nounced that the option price will increase 
by 33% in 1975-to $300. 

If it is one thing that Congress has learned 
about safety in the past decade, it is that 
consumers do not anticipate that they will be 
the object of a calamity. In making their 
purchasing decisions, consumers infre
quently will be willing to pay extra for safety 
regardless of the probabilities of accident 
occurrence-it's human nature. 

If the airbag system were to be made 
standard equipment, the economies of scale 
of the mass production process would de
crease substantially the per unit cost of the 
airbag system. The auto companies estimate 
it to be $225. The Department of Transporta
tion says $210. John Z. DeLorean, former GM 
Vice President in charge of car and truck 
production estimates that the price should 
be no more than $150. 

As a $300 option, few would opt to buy the 
airbag and we would lose the potential of 
saving 15,600 lives and preventing 1,000,000 
injuries each year. As $150 standard equip
ment, the benefits of the system would be 
realized at a reasonable cost to all. 

TESTING AND DEVELOPMENT OF AIRBAGS 
The airbag system has undergone the most 

extensive laboratory and field development 
program of any single safety device. The 
General Motors Corporation, whose efforts 
should be applauded in this area, has spent 
over $60 million in their research and de
velopment program. Eaton Corporation has 
spent over $45 million; Allied Corporation 
over $25 million; Rocket Research Corpora
tion over $4 million. While we have no data 
on the expenditures by the other automo
bile manufacturers. it would be safe to esti
mate the total R&D budget for airbags to be 
well over $135 mlllion. 

The field testing program of the airbag 
system is equally impressive. Over 2500 air
bag equipped vehicles are now on our nation's 
highways and they have accumulated over 
100,000,000 miles in actual highway driving. 
There has never been a failure to fire upon 
demand and there have been 28 deployments 
to date. There was one inadvertent partial 
firing during the first months of the field 
testing program. The accidents to date have 
produced incredible results. For example, in 
one accident, a man driving at 67 miles per 
hour crashed into the rear of a parked police 
car. The driver walked away from the acci
dent. 

I have a summary of each of the airbag 
accidents for those who wish to examine 
the record. But I just want to say that the 
amount of technical development of the air
bag system is unmatched by any other safety 
system. 

WHAT IS THE COST OF THE AIRBAG 
Some concern has been expressed about the 

cost of the airbag and I believe we ought to 
set the record straight on this matter. 

Currently, the General Motors Corporation 
is offering an air cushion restraint option 
on a few of its luxury cars. In 1975, the cost 
of that option w111 be $300. The industry 
estimate of the cost of the airba.g if <the sys-

tem becomes standard equipment is approx
imately $225, while the Department of Trans
portation estimates it to be $210. 

Two days ago, the Commerce Committee 
sponsored a briefing conference on the status 
of airbag technology. Mr. John DeLorean, 
former GM vice president in charge of car 
and truck production, offered some insight 
as to the actual cost of the airbag system. 
He estimated that the cost of the hardware 
and labor for the airbag ssytem was under 
$90. With a reasonable dealer and manufac
turer mark-up provision for amortizing re
search and tooling, the total cost of the 
system should be less than $150. As the pro
duction process becomes perfected, this cost 
will decrease further. 

The cost of the interlock is estimated to be 
$100. The increase of $50 for the airbag
or even $100 if you accept the Department 
of Transportation estimates--is not an un
reasonable amount. In fact, the Department 
has recently estimated that the benefits to 
be derived from an airbag system exceed the 
costs by 3 to 6 times. 

By way of comparison in model year 1973, 
over 50% of the ca.rs sold were equipped with 
vinyl roofs at an average cost of $125. The 
public interest of equipping vehicles with a 
life saving restraint system versus an attrac
tive vinyl roof are self-evident. 

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
Washington, D.C. 

Hon. VANCE HARTKE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Surface Trans

portation, Committee on Commerce, U.S. 
Senate, Wa3hington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HARTKE: This is in response 
to yoUT request of September 10, 1974, for 
departmental views concerning a resolution 
offered by you and Sena.tors Magnuson, Moss, 
Har.t and Stevens. 

The resolution would express the sense 
of the Senate that all new vehicles with in
terlocks be equipped with a button for by
passing the interlock. The button would en
able drivers to decide for themselves whether 
to use their safety belts. We have not yet 
had an opportunity to assess fully the merits 
of the button. We think, however, that the 
button might reduce the effectiveness of the 
interlock in inducing safety belt use, while 
possibly increasing its costs. But, of course, 
compared to complete elllnination of the 
interlock in inducing safety belt use, while 
proach is clearly preferable on highway 
safety grounds. 

The resolution also urged that, as soon 
as practicable, the interlock be eUininated 
entirely and replaced by passive restraint 
systems. We are pleased that this resolution, 
unlike other pending legislation, would 
neither prohibit us from promulgating a 
standard requiring the installation of passive 
restraints nor require us to obtain commit
tee approval before doing so. 

We note that a final decision has not yet 
been made either with respect to making 
passive restraints mandatory or as to an ap
propriate effective date if it becomes neces
sary to set one. We would, of course, ap
preciate and give weight to an expression of 
Congressional opinion, but we also believe 
that such issues should ultimately be left 
to the administrative rulemaking process. 

With regard to the provision urging that 
passive restraints be required in all new 
cars as soon as practicable, we note that a 
final ~ecision has not yet been made either 
with respect to making passive restraints 
mandatory or as to an appropriate effective 
date if it becomes necessary to set one. We 
believe that such issues should ultimately 
be left to the administrative rulemaking 
process. 

The Office of Management and Budget ad
vises that from the standpoint of the Ad
ministration's program there is no objection 
to the submission of this report to you. 

Sincerely, · 
CLAUDE S. BRINEGAR. 
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Mr. PASTORE. How many lives did we 
lose before these systems were installed, 
and how many lives are we losing today, 
with the system? 

Mr. HARTKE. They save now an aver
age of 7,000 lives a year. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator mean 
that had we not had these systems, we 
would have had more than 7,000 people 
killed who would not have been killed? 

Mr. HARTKE. Let me correct that. 
I am informed that that statistic as

sumes 50 percent lap and shoulder belt 
usage and all cars are equipped with 
interlocks. The interlock system has not 
been on very long. It has been on about 
1 year. Air bags are now in the field test
ing stage. Seat belts, in and of themselves, 
have been on for a longer period of time. 

The best estimates are still that 7,000 
lives a year can be saved with the inter
lock system and with the seatbelts. That 
is from the Department of Transporta
tion. That is if there is 50 percent utiliza
tion. Airbags could save 15,600 lives and 
1 million injuries annually once they be
come standard equipment in all vehicles. 

Mr. PASTORE. And these figures are 
official? 

Mr. HARTKE. They are from the De
partment of Transportation. They will be 
put in the RECORD. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am going to say to 
my colleagues, I do not think we ought 
to argue price; I do not think we ought 
to argue irritation or inconvenience. If 
we are saving 7,000 lives a year in Amer
ica, there is some worth to it. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Will the Senator from 
Vermont yield? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Will the Senator 
from Vermont yield to me 3 minutes on 
the bill so that I may respond to the 
Senator from Rhode Island? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield to the Senator 
from Missouri 3 minutes. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I do not want to pro
long this debate, and I think the Sena
tor from Rhode Island is asking what is 
the gut question: If we are saving lives, 
dollars become less relevant than lives, 
to be sure. But I can assure the Senator 
from Rhode Island that the statistics as 
quoted by the Senator from Indiana are 
not quite as applicable to the situation 
as the discussion might seem to warrant 
that interpretation. The 7,000 lives that 
the average Department of Transporta
tion guesstimates is with full utilization 
of all kinds of safety equipment on every 
car in the land. There are 100 million 
cars in this country, plus. The buzzer in
terlock is on perhaps 10 million, 1 
year's model. 

These statistics as to the number of 
lives saved, No. 1, are grandiose guess
work and, No.2, are tailored to the con
cept that when all these systems, bags 
and folding-away steering columns, when 
they are all on all the cars in ex~tence 
in this country 10 years from now-be
cause that is how long it takes the cars 
to turn over, about 10 years-then 7,000 
lives might be saved. But there are no 
7,000 lives being saved today. 

Second, I have some statistics in my 
prepared speech that show how many 
people are dismantling this system and 
they are not being saved at all, and 
there is a grave dispute as to whether 
this system saves anything. 

Mr. PASTORE. I wish to say to my 
friend from Missouri that I have two 
doctors in my family, a son and a son
in-law. I may get in the car and not put 
on my seat belt, but I have never seen 
my son or my son-in-law ever get in 
the car without putting on their seat 
belts. That has always impressed me, for 
the simple reason that they have seen 
these cases come into the emergency 
room. They have a very strong feeling 
that without these protections, we shall 
have a greater loss of lives. I think that 
is indisputable. 

Now, 1f the statistics can be shown 
that we are not accomplishing anything, 
only charging the consumer more money, 
we ought .to do away with it. But on the 
other hand, if we are arguing that we 
do not like the noise of the buzzer and 
we do not like the fact that we have to 
turn on a switch before we put on the 
safety apparatus, that is another ques
tion, too. 

To me, it is a matter of whether these 
systems are working. If they are working, 
we have to have them. If they are not 
working, we ought to cut them out. 

Mr. HARTKE. The Senator from 
Rhode Island raises a point. What I am 
reading from is ''Analysis of Effects of 
Proposed Changes to Passenger Car Re
quirements of MVSS 208," prepared by 
the motor vehicle programs, the Na
tional Highway Traffic Safety Adminis
tration, and Transportation Systems 
Center, Department of Transportation, 
August 1974. 

I read here from the section on belt 
usage, page 7: 

With the interlock-belt system, (Figures 7 
and 8) lt was estimated that, after belt usage 
habits ultimately stab111ze, the lap and 
shoulder belts together will be used on the 
average by about 50% of the front outboard 
occupants ln cars, with an additional 10% 
using the lap belt only, or a total of 60% 
lap belt usage. 

They say that if the total passenger 
car population were equipped with inter
lock systems, we could expect 7,000 
fewer fatalities and 340,000 fewer inju
ries annually. 

I think it is only fair to say that they 
are estimates, but they are the best we 
have. They have been made by people 
who are not filled with anything except, 
in my opinion, devotion to trying to re
duce the death toll on the highways. 
They are not coming from the Congress 
or from our staff; they are coming from 
the Department of Transportation. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I very 
much regret having to oppose the amend
ment of the Senator from New York <Mr. 
BucKLEY), for I do favor its intent. How
ever, I am informed it is to be passed
in order to establish Senate intent-and 
then withdrawn. Certainly, it has no 
place in this bill, and under the circum
stances I believe this procedure is unfor
tunate. 

For these reasons, as well as some dis
agreement with the specific language 
proposed, I shall vote no. 

Let the RECORD also show, however, 
that my commitment to eliminate limi
tations on personal freedom, such as this 
shoulder harness interlock, remains un
diminished. On the first opportunity to 
cast an effective vote in this direction, I 
shall .do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HARTKE. I am prepared to vote. 
Mr. BUCKLEY. I am prepared to yield 

back the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time 

yielded back? 
All time having been yielded back, the 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from New York <Mr. 
BUCKLEY), as modified. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE), the Senator from Alaska <Mr. 
GRAVEL), and the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. HASKELL) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Georgia <Mr. TALMADGE), the Sena
tor from Arkansas <Mr. FuLBRIGHT), and 
the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. HuM
PHREY) are absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
HUMPHREY) WOuld VOte "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER), the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the 
Senator from Kentucky <Mr. CooK), the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. DoMINicK) , 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD
WATER), and the Senator from North 
Carolina <Mr. HELMS) are necessarily 
absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Hawaii <Mr. FONG) and the Senator from 
Dlinois (Mr. PERCY) are absent on official 
business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON) is absent 
due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. 
BAKER) would vote "yea.'' 

The result was announced-yeas 64, 
nays 21, as follows: 

[No. 392 Leg.] 
YEAS-64 

Abourezk Eagleton 
Aiken Eastland 
Allen Ervin 
Bartlett Fannin 
Bayh Griffin 
Beall Gurney 
Bentsen Hansen 
Bible Hart 
Biden Hatfield 
Buckley Hathaway 
Burdick Hollings 
Byrd, Hruska 

Harry F., Jr. Huddleston 
Byrd, Robert C. Hughes 
Cannon Jackson 
Chiles Johnston 
Church Long 
Cotton McClellan 
Cranston McClure 
curtis McGovern 
Dole Metcalf 
Domenici Montoya 

NAYS-21 

Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pearson 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Scott, Hugh 
Scott, 

William L. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Taft 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Young 

Brock 
Brooke 
Case 
Clark 
Hartke 
Javits 
Kennedy 

Magnuson Moss 

Baker 
Bellmon 
Bennett 
cook 
Dominick 

Mansfield Pastore 
Mathias Pell 
McGee Proxmire 
Mcintyre Schweiker 
Metzenbaum Stevens 
Mondale W1111ams 

NOT VOTING-15 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 
Gravel 
Haskell 

Helms 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Percy 
Talmadge 

' 
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So Mr. BUCKLEY'S amendment (No. 

1851), as modified, was agreed to. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am 

going to move to reconsider the vote. I 
do move to reconsider the vote, and I ask 
30 seconds to explain that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min
utes to each side. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I hope the Senate will 
reconsider. 

Pursuant to the understanding that 
Senator BUCKLEY, Senator HARTKE, and 
I had worked out, this amendment, after 
it is reconsidered, will be withdrawn by 
the Senator from New York. But the Sen
ate has gone on record and, in a sense, 
instructed the conferees in a bill now 
pending in conference with the confer
ence committee as to our views with re
spect to the seatbelt interlock system. 
That matter is the subject of a confer
ence and the bill pending thereat. 

So, Mr. President, I am about to move 
to yield back my time on my motion to 
reconsider. Have I explained the position 
that we are in? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, may I 
comment for a few minutes on this 
matter? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield such time as 
the Senator may desire. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. For the benefit of 
those who were not here during the ex
change, we run into a procedural prob
lem if we actually append this amend
ment to the bill. There was then one set 
of conferees discussing and talking about 
the Senate version and another set of 
conferees on the House version. There
fore, in order to solve the procedural 
problem, we had agreed, in effect, after 
registering this strong affirmative ap
proval of principle to reconsider. In other 
words, it requires an affirmative voice 
vote to proceed with the agreement. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I just want 
to be recorded-! understand there will 
be no rollcall vote on this-against the 
motion to reconsider. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the un
derstanding explained by the Senator 
from Missouri <Mr. EAGLETON) and the 
Senator from New York <Mr. BucKLEY) 
is correct. I do consider it a great favor 
for them to work out this procedure be
cause this has preserved the flexibility of 
the Department of Transportation with 
respect to passive restraints and has not 
locked the conferees into a situation 
which would have otherwise been 
intolerable. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am 

prepared to yield back the remainder of 
my time. I will not request the yeas and 
nays. I move to reconsider the vote by 
which the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on the motion to reconsider. <Put
ting the question.) 

The motion to reconsider was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw the 
amendment because we have now, by 
virtue of the vote on the amendment, 
served our purpose, and that is to place 
the Senate clearly on record 1n opposl-

tion to the mandating of the systems 
and, therefore, in effect, we had in
structed the Senate conferees to accede 
to the House position. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears no objec
tion and it is s..... ordered. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk which I ask 
the clerk to report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report. 

Let there be order in the Senate. 
The assistant legislative clerk read as 

follows: 
On page 26, after Une 14, add the follow

ing: 
"Sec. 123. The first sentence of subsection 

(c) of section 405 of title 23, United States 
Code, 1s amended by striking the word 'and' 
after 'crossings,' and inserting in lieu there
of the following: 'the correction of high
hazard loc81tions, and'." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who . 
yields time? 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I have 
discussed this amendment with both 
the ranking minority member, the Sen
ator from Vermont, and the chairman of 
the subcommittee, the Senator from 
Texas, and I have been advised by each 
that the amendment is acceptable to 
them. 

Just for the benefit of the Senate, let 
me explain in one sentence what it does. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
we cannot hear the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senators please carry their conversa
tions outside? The Senator is entitled to 
be heard. 

The Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. McCLURE. Inadvertently, under 

the present status of the law, the State 
may spend money to identify high
hazard locations, but the present law 
does not permit the use of Federal funds 
to eliminate these hazards. This amend
ment would add that as a permissible 
use of the funds. It does not mandate it. 

Mr. President, my amendment is in
tended to permit the most beneficial use 
of highway safety funds apportioned to 
States for the Federal safer roads dem
onstration program. A problem with 
existing law was recently brought to my 
attention by the Idaho Traffic Safety 
Commission. Currently, States are re
quired to survey potential safety prob
lems on non-Federal-aid roads and es
tablish priorities for their correction. 

Federal funds under the safer roads 
program are available to assist in the cor
rection of some of the problems identified 
but not others. Specifically, while the law 
calls for identification of high hazard 
locations, it does not permit use of Fed
eral funds to eliminate these hazards. 

This apparent inconsistency was pur
posely included in 1973 legislation by the 
Senate Public Works Committee to avoid 
what we feared would be the use of lim
ited safety funds for major construc
tion projects to correct high-hazard loca
tions. Our fears have not been borne out. 
Those high-hazard locations which have 

been included in State surveys, would, for 
the most part, require relatively small 
expenditures to correct. For example, in 
my State of Idaho, 28 projects to correct 
high-hazard locations were identified, at 
a total estimated cost of $401,857. These 
projects include such work as installing 
guardrails and left turn bays, improving 
grades where visibility is poor, and im
proving intersections. Each of the pro
posed projects on the Idaho list is esti
mated to cost less than $100,000. Unless 
we amend existing law, Idaho and other 
States will not be able to spend their 
safer roads funds on those projects with 
the greatest payoff in safety benefits. My 
amendment simply permits the Federal 
funds to be used for these modest proj
ects which have been determined to 
have a high priority. It is my under
standing that the Federal Highway Ad
ministration has found that the high
hazard location projects with greatest 
cost-benefit ratios are those of modest, 
spot-improvement nature. I would expect 
that projects of this type would be the 
most likely candidates for funding as 
high-hazard location corrections under 
the safer roads demonstration program 
and thus would not preempt a dispropor
tionate share of the program's funds. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the colloquy on my amendment 
and a letter I received from the Idaho 
Traffic Safety Commission be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the collo
quy and the letter were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD as follows: 

COLLOQUY ON MCCLURE AMENDMENT 
Mr. BENTSEN. Do I understand that you 

are not proposing to authorize any addi
tional funds for the Safer Roads Demon
stration Program but merely to expand the 
types of projects eligible for funds under 
this program? 

Mr. McCLuRE. That 1s correct. 
Mr. BENTSEN. And is it your intent in pro

posing this amendm..ent that the types of 
high hazard corrections ellgible for funds 
under this program should be those re
quiring relatively modest expenditure of 
funds? 

Mr. McCLuRE. That 1s my intent. 

STATE OF IDAHO, 
TRAFFIC SAFETY COMMISSION, 

Boise, Idaho, June 14, 1974. 
Senator JAMES A. McCLURE, 
u.s. Senate, 
Old Senate Office Building, 
washington. D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR McCLURE: The Idaho Trame 
Safety Commission was assigned the respon
sib111ty of establlshing the priority programs 
for the Section 230 program of the ffighway 
Safety Act of 1973. We have followed the 
guidelines provided to us to the best of our 
ab111ty. We have been in close contact with 
the cities and counties by mail, telephone and 
through a series of meetings. During these 
meetings, which included personnel from 
our office, Department of Highways and Fed
eral Highway Administration, a great deal 
of interest was expressed in projects to cor
rect high hazard locations. Many of these 
hazardous locations have a higher accident 
experience or accident potential than other 
projects we discussed with the local oftlcials. 

The priority list has been developed in 
keeping with the financial and interest con
straints we had to accept in working with 
local governments. We now face a major 
problem as we proceed from planning to 
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implementation of the program. This prob
lem evolves from the way the law is written. 

Paragraph (b) of Section 405 of Title 23, 
U.S. Code, requires that "each state shall 
identify projects for the Federal-aid safer 
roads demonstration program for an pub
lic roads in such State not on the Federal
aid system, including projects to improve 
highway marking and signing, to eliminate 
roadside obstacles, to ellminate hazards at 
railroad-highway crossings and to correct 
high hazard locations ... ". The paragraph 
further states that "Each State shall assign 
priorities for and undertake the systematic 
correction of identified hazards, to provide 
for the most effective improvement in high
way safety." The provisions in subsection 
405(b) are countered in subsection 405(c) 
which states "There is authorized to be ap
propriated for the Federal-aid safer roads 
demonstration program for projects ... for 
the removal of roadside obstacles, the elimi
nation of hazards at railroad-highway grade 
crossings and the proper marking and sign
ing of highways in accordance with subsec
tion (b) of this section ... " varying amounts 
of money. Subsection 405 (c) does not allow 
funds to be used for the correction of high 
hazard locations. 

A memo from J. J. Crowley, Director of the 
Office of Traffic Operations to Regional Ad
ministrator Lacy further refers to this issue 
in substantiating that the Section 405 funds 
can not be used to correct high hazard loca
tions. Research for this memo states that the 
Senate Public Works Committee staff has in
dicated this omission was not an oversight; 
it was deliberate. It is obviously concluded 
that high hazard projects are not eligible for 
assistance under the safe roads demonstra
tion program. 

It is our opinion that the inab111ty to fund 
projects we reviewed for the safer roads dem
onstration program greatly inhibits the abil
ity of this program to provide the most ef
fective improvement in highway safety. As 
we have reviewed the accident experience of 
the hazardous locations on our priority list, 
we find that projects to eliminate or correct 
these hazards would have far more impact on 
reducing accidents than many of our proj
ects for signing or railroad crossings. It is 
very disconcerting, for example, not to be 
able to fund a project location with seven ac
cidents in one year because it is only a ha.z
a.rdous location when you can fund a rail
road-highway grade crossing that has one 
accident in ten years. This is hardly the way 
to spend money to effectively improve high
way safety. As wm be discussed more fully, 
32 percent of the valid projects we reviewed 
for the safe roads demonstration program 
were for correction of high hazard locations. 
The removal of this many projects from our 
priority list certainly does not enable us to 
improve highway safety. 

The impact of the omission of high hazard 
locations from funding, is substantial to 
Idaho. We were able to develop interest and 
funding with local governments for 98 proj
ects at a total cost of $1,883,915. During our 
initial review of these 98 projects, we placed 
3 projects into other categorical programs of 
the 1973 Highway Safety Act because they 
are on the Federal-aid system. We eliminated 
7 projects because they did not meet the pur
poses of the safer roads program. These were 
for new or replacement bridges, sidewalks or 
bridge ra111ngs for pedestrian protection. The 
value of these 10 eliminated projects was 
$566,686 leaving valid projects totaling $1,-
317,229. There were 28 projects to correct high 
hazard locations at a value of $401,857. The 
costs for funding for high hazard projects 
equaled 30.5% of the valid project costs under 
the safer roads demonstration program and 
as stated previously 32% of the projects that 
were valid under the program. The removal 
of this much of our priority program be
cause of the deliberate omission of high ha.z-

ards from funding is not the way to effec
tively improve highway safety. 

Idaho's apportionment for the three years 
for the safer roads demonstration program 
totals $1,554,700. The federal funds that 
would be required for the high hazard proj
ects in our priority list would be $361,671. 
This means we have projects for 23.3% of our 
federal funds which we can not activate. Our 
three year priority list has eligible projects 
for only 53% of the apportionment and 
leaves $730,465 unutllized. The need and the 
merit of this safety program is such that we 
can not let this happen. We will again con
tact the cities and counties of Idaho to deter
mine if they have interest and financial 
capabil1t1es to fund other projects that are 
eligible under this program. In making these 
additional conta~ts, however, we are being 
forced to ask the local governments to change 
their emphasis on what truly makes a road 
safer if they want to receive federal assist
ance in a project. 

We ask your assistance in requesting the 
germane committees of Congress to imme
diately amend Section 405(c) Title 23, United 

· States Code, to include funding for high 
hazard locations. We are certain the impact 
of this omission is as serious in other states 
as it is in Idaho. We believe there is validity 
to our request as outlined in this letter. We 
do not believe the law as written will be ef
fective in improving highway safety as antic
ipated in the law. We do not believe it is 
rational to be required to identify problems 
and be asked to correct these systematically 
and not be able to use Federal-aid funds to 
do this correction. We cannot request city or 
county governments to eliminate or reduce 
these hazards if we do not provide assistance 
with Federal-aid funds. We must provide an 
incentive to local governments if we are to 
gain their cooperation in enhancing traffic 
safety. Our previous experience with the Sec
tion 402 Highway Safety Program indicates 
we receive many benefits beyond the Federal 
aid assistance program once we develop in
terest by local government. 

We appreciate your assistance in obta~ning 
modification of the current law as we have 
suggested. 

Sincerely, 
PAT EHRLICH, 

Director. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I would 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
the State of Idaho I see no objection at 
all to it. I would agree to it as far as the 
position of the manager of the bill is 
concerned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time 
yielded back? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, for the 
minority, we are willing to accept the 
amendment of the Senator from Idaho 
just now. I yield the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the 
time having been yielded back, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Idaho. [Putting the 
question.] 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

is open to further amendment. 
Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 

not have an amendment and I do not 
intend to take a great deal of time re
viewing three sections of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator from 
Vermont yield me 5 minutes on the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I would be glad to 
yield to the Senator from New Mexico 5 
minutes on the bill. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator 
from Vermont. 

First, I compliment the Senator from 
Texas and the Senator from Vermont 
for the excellent job that they have done 
on the bill, particularly with reference 
to a very difficult section. Highway beau
tification was a very difficult one, and I 
think they have done an excellent job. 

I call to the attention of the Senate 
that there is a new provision in that 
beautification section that permits States 
to establish information centers. I pro
posed that, and I think it is very impor
tant that we emphasize that that is one 
of the things we want because this will 
be an exception. The House has not done 
this before. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re
marks found at page 15 of the committee 
report pertaining to that matter be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

More significantly, the Committee, for the 
first time, provided for Federal financial as
sistance to the States in establishing in
formation centers at safety rest areas and 
other travel information systems within the 
rights-of-way of Interstate and primary 
highways. The Federal share of the cost of 
establishing the information centers and 
other alternate information systems is 75 
percent, and up to 20 percent of the funds 
provided for section 131 may be used for 
these purposes. The Committee regards this 
as a positive step, which will give the States 
new incentives to expand traveler's informa
tion services. 

By including these provisions, the Com
mittee has broadened the potential for dis
seminating information along major high
ways, and it has done so without stopping 
the billboard removal program in its tracks, 
just at the time it is beginning to be ef
fective. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Second, I think we 
have ignored once again talking about 
carpooling. Here again I thank the man
ager of the bill and the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont for accepting my 
proposals. They are very critical with 
some departments of Government, as 
they applied our last year's carpooling. 
On page 21 of the report there are three 
paragraphs that adequately reflect our 
concern as to why we extended it for a 
year, and what we expect. I ask unani
mous consent that those three para
graphs be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
on carpooling were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

CARPOOLING 

This section modifies provisions of the 
Emergency Highway Energy Conservation 
Act (P.L. 93-239) relating to incentives for 
carpooling. That law established a carpool 
demonstration program in an effort to con
serve fuel, decrease rush-hour traffic con
gestion, and improve air quality. 

P.L. 93-239 projects may include measures 
to locate potential carpool riders, buy nec
essary tramc control devices, and designate 
existing high way lanes and parking areas for 
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preferential carpool use. Under that law, 
project financing is to come from authoriza
tions for FederaJ-aid urban and urban ex
tension high way systems. 

Testimony before the Committee, how
ever, showed that some states have failed to 
allow some major cities to ut111ze their ur
ban system funds for carpooling work, sub
verting the intent of Congress for a real 
national demonstration. 

This section extends the date for applica
tion for such projects by one year to Decem
ber 31, 1975, and authorizes $15.000,000 out 
of the Highway Trust Fund specifically for 
carpooling programs. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Third, I thank the 
entire committee for their assistance 
with reference to the Indian reservation 
roads and bridges. We made a significant 
amendment there that was brought to 
our attention because of a complex prob
lem in the State of New Mexico involving 
the State, counties, the Navajo irrigation 
problem, and the like. Here again I think 
we opted for some flexibility yet protec
tion. 

The report at page 4 and continuing on 
page 5 clearly reflects the legislative in
tent, the reasons why we came upon this 
amendment, and I ask unanimous con
sent that those statements be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
on Indian reservation roads and bridges 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS AND BRIDGES 

To accommodate increasingly diversified 
transportation requirements, the Committee 
has in the past decade sought to provide 
fiexibility in the use of Federal highway 
funds and to insure that representatives of 
various areas within each State have a voice 
in how highway funds are spent. 

This amendment to those sections of title 
23 which deal with roads and bridges on or 
leading to Indian reservations or lands would 
add flexibility to the type of projects for 
which Indian reservation road and bridge 
funds could be obligated. Under existing reg
ulations, funds authorized for programing 
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs may not be 
used on roads which are part of a State's 
Federal-aid system. This limitation was im
posed to encourage States to provide adequate 
funds for construction and main tenance of 
routes of statewide importance and to pre
serve limited Indian road funds for use on 
roads of more local significance. 

The Committee amendment would permit 
Indian road funds to be used on Federal-aid 
routes within or providing access to Indian 
lands where the upgrading of such routes 
would provide particular benefits to the In
dian communities and Indian economic de
velopment . To insure that a State does not 
decrease expenditure of its apportioned funds 
for Federal-aid roads within or giving access 
to Indian lands because this new source of 
funds is available, the Committee has in
cluded language requiring the Secretary to 
determine that use of Indian road monies is 
supplementary to and not in lieu of normal 
State expenditures for such routes. 

The changes in existing law have equal 
application to Indian lands in all States. The 
particular situation which prompted the pro
posed change, however, is the urgent need 
to construct and upgrade portions of three 
New Mexico highways serving two major de
velopments on Navajo lands in the Four Cor
ners region of the State: the Navajo Indian 
Irrigation Project and seven planned coal 
gasification plants. 

The only significant access to the area is 
by road. Two highways now provide north
south connections into the area: New Mex-

leo route 666 between Gallup and Shiprock 
and New Mexico route 44 from Albuquerque 
to Bloomfield. Both routes are on the Federal
aid primary system and both urgently need 
upgrading. A third highway, New Mexico 
route 371, is presently being surveyed and 
designed; it will be part of the Federal-aid 
secondary system, connecting Farmington, 
the major population center in the Four 
Corners area, with Interstate 40 and the rail
road to the south. 

In order to maximize the economic and 
social benefits to the Navajo Nation of these 
two massive development projects the Com
mittee propose to increase funds authorized 
for Indian reservation roads and bridges by 
a total of $25 million over the fiscal years 
1974, 1975, and 1976. This is less than half 
the estimated amount needed to construct 
the aforementioned routes to the standards 
necessary to meet project ed needs. The State 
has already approved as part of its five-year 
road construction plan expenditure of $12.6 
million on these three routes and m ay very 
well commit more State funds to match Fed
eral money. The Committee has been in
formed that State and local sources will be 
developed to meet the remaining need for 
approximately $25 million. These sources in
clude the State of New Mexico; the counties 
of San Juan, Sandoval, McKinley and Rio 
Arriba; the city of Farmington; the Navajo 
Tribe; El Paso Natural Gas Company and 
Western Gasification Company. The Com
mittee expects that funds from such sources 
wlll be secured at an early dat e in order to 
insure that Federal funds made available 
under this section, together with an other 
monies, are sufficient to provide the trans
portation facilities necessary to realize maxi
mum benefits from the Irrigation Project and 
gasification plants. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator 
from Vermont for yielding me the mo
ments I have used. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask that it 
be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

Beginning with line 11, page 17, strike 
everything through line 8, page 19. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield myself such time 
as I desire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the lan
guage that I strike removes from this 
pending proposal the provision that the 
Federal 55-mile-an-hour speed limit is 
to be permanent. 

Were the Senate to adopt my amend
ment, it would still leave in effect the 
temporary law wherein Congress previ
ously voted a 55-mile-an-hour speed limit 
as a temporary measure to conserve fuel. 

The committee bill repeals that and 
the committee bill is a first venture on 
the part of the Federal Government to 
establish a Federal speed limit. 

If we take this step and it becomes law, 
hereafter the Senate will have to divert 
attention away from the many national 
problems we have and legislate speed 
limits for all highways. 

I would remind the Senate that the 
regulation of traffic is a local matter. I 
would remind the Senate that it is the 
States that issue the drivers' licenses. 

One way we can enforce traffic laws is by 
taking away the drivers' licenses. Some 
States have a system whereby a person 
gets so many demerits for certain of
fenses. The States have highway patrols 
to enforce State law. They have ample 
local courts to handle traffic matters. 

Now, what we do here, the Federal 
Government makes the decision as to 
what the law is, and no machinery to 
enforce it. It is enforced by withholding 
the funds from the States. 

What are we going to do when another 
Congress fixes a different limit ? 

How much time of Congress is going to 
be devoted to debating the limits? 

It was enacted as a temporary measure 
to conserve fuel. 

If the Senate adopts my amendment, 
that temporary law will still be in effect, 
and if we have not solved our fuel prob
lem, and we will not have, Congress can 
in its wisdom extend that or change it, 
but I seriously object to the idea of a 
permanent Federal speed law. 

I realize that those who have worked 
on this bill are very anxious to get it 
passed without amendment, and they 
have great influence, because they have 
worked on this a long time, but regard
less of how others vote, I could not sit 
idly by and be a party to lessening the 
power of the States and localities and 
enhancing the power and burdens and 
responsibility of the Federal Govern
ment. 

Mr. President, this amendment does 
not create a safety issue. If this bill be
comes law, 30 days from now with my 
amendment in it we will still have the 
55-mile-an-hour speed limit, but it will 
be a temporary measure to meet an 
emergency. We will not have made the 
decision to transfer to the Federal Gov
ernment the jurisdiction and the power 
and authority to regulate speed limits. 

Mr. President, the States are irritated 
now abolJt all the requirements placed 
on them and if they do not comply, their 
Federal funds are in jeopardy. 

This is not good government. That sort 
of coercion is not the right way to do it. 

If I understand the committee lan
guage correctly, they are legislating a 
speed limit for all highways, whether or 
not there are Federal funds in it, as a 
permanent matter. 

That is what is at issue here. 
Mr. President, I would like to ask those 

in charge of the legislation a question 
about this proposal. 

Has this proposal been presented to 
the States, or any number of them? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. In response to the in
quiry from my able colleague from Ne
braska, it certainly has, and I shall read 
into the RECORD many of the letters from 
the Governors of the States. 

I have written to the Governors on 
three occasions in reference to this mat
ter and we have made a record over and 
over again in the Senate. We made it as 
recently as May 13 when we had a roll
call on this matter when the able Sena
tor from Kansas <Mr. DoLE) presented 
his amendment to increase the speed 
limit from 55 to 60 miles an hour. The 
vote was then 52 against the amendment 
and 29 for. 
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Mr. CURTIS. May I inquire at that 

point, was the issue there a question of 
permanent speed limit to be established 
by the Federal Government? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes, I so feel that it 
was. It certainly is today. I had not felt 
that we would make the argument 
against the Senator's proposal and, ap
parently, against the proposal of the Sen
ator from Kansas, I did not anticipate 
that we would do it twice, but I am pre
pared to do it, and I am prepared to read 
the letters from the Governors of many 
of the States of the Senators who are 
here. 

Mr. CURTIS. Do those letters relate 
to the rate of speed or do they relate to 
the particular issue that I have raised as 
to the Federal Government writing 
permanent law fixing a speed limit? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. As an indication, I 
will read from the letter of the Governor 
of Georgia. He replies to my letter under 
date of August 26. In that letter he 
states: 

I support the strong enforcement of the 
65 miles per hour limit and legislation to 
extend this reduced limit indefinitely, 

That letter is signed by Jimmy Carter. 
Mr. CURTIS. What other Governors 

have urged its extension indefinitely? 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Many, many. I will 

read into the RECORD at this time the 
names of the responding Governors: 

Governor George Wallace of Alabama. 
Governor Jack W1lliams of Arizona. 
Governor Dale Bumpers of Arkansas. 
Governor Ronald Reagan of California. 
Governom Thomas Meskill of Connecticut. 
Governor George Ariyoshi of Hawaii. 
Governor Dan Walker of Illinois. 
Governor Robert Docking of Kansas. 
Governor Kenneth Curtis of Maine. 
Governor Marvin Mandel of Maryland. 
Governor Francis Sargent of Massachu-

setts. · 
Governor Brenden Byrne of New Jersey. 
Governor Wendell Anderson of Minnesota. 
Governor John G1lligan of Ohio. • 
Governor Tom McCall of Oregon. 
Governor Mllton Shapp of Pennsylvania. 
Governor Mills Godwin of Virginia. 
Governor Calvin Rampton of Utah. 
Governor Arch Moore of West Virginia. 

Mr. CURTIS. The majority of them? 
Mr. RANDOLPH. We have received 20 

letters since my letter of July 10, 1974. 
Most of these were received in the last 2 
or 3 weeks. 

Mr. CURTIS. I . .; this provision in the 
House bill? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I would have to say 
that I am not informed at this moment 
about the House measure on this matter. 

Mr. CURTIS. Has it appeared in any 
legislative proposal before this one in the 
Senate? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes. We first had it 
in connection with the energy allocation 
bill, which was a temporary measure. 
We have addressed ourselves to it on at 
least one occasion since. 

Mr. CURTIS. I understood the Senator 
to say on a temporary basis. What I 
am objecting to here is not a conserva
tion measure, something based upon the 
necessity of meeting an emergency. What 
I am talking about is notice to the States 
that as a permanent matter we are going 
to regulate these speed limits. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes, we have so in
dicated to the States. Since the vote was 

taken, as I have indicated, on May 13, 
I addressed a further letter to all of the 
Governors. 

Mr. CURTIS. And the Senator has had 
about 20 replies? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am not sure of the 
exact number. Of course, I will make it a 
matter of documentation-20 letters re
ceived. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the hour 
is late. The issue is clear. There may 
be a majority of the Senators who prefer 
to transfer this power to the Federal 
Government. I think we ought to vote 
on it. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I do 

want to refer specifically to the measure 
(S. 3556) that is pending, cosponsored 
by Senator STAFFORD, Senator PERCY, and 
myself, which attempts to do exactly 
what is being done as a part of this bill. 
I will say to the Senator from Nebraska 
that since S. 3556 was introduced on 
June 10, 1974, we have not received any 
letters in opposition to the 55-mile-per
hour speed limit. And as previously indi
cated, 20 Governors have written letters 
supporting this reduction. We have also 
received support for the reduction from 
Secretary of Transportation Claude 
Brinegar and John Sawhill of the Federal 
Energy Administration. 

A recent FEA survey-in conjunction 
with FHWA-shows a savings in fuel of 
approximately 5 million gallons per day 
or 600 million gallons in the first 4 
months of 1974. This means an annual 
savings of 1,896 million gallons of fuel, 
with an annual total savings for all gaso
line powered vehicles of approximately 
3.1 billion gallons. 

These figures are based on a composite 
car average for rural, primary, and in
terstate driving. Urban areas already less 
than 55 miles per hour were not consid
ered in this data. 

Based on a 14 State cross-section, the 
national barrels per day rate for June of 
1974, of 6,722,000 was a decrease both 
from the June 1973, rate of 7,228,000 and 
June 1972, rate of 7 ,196,000. June 1974 
compared to June 1973 shows a decrease 
in gasoline sales of approximately 7 
percent. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Who controls the 
time on this particular amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nebraska and the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Would the Senator 
yield me 2 minutes? 

Mr. BENTSEN. I will be pleased to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I appreciate the Sen
ator yielding. 

This is only in reply to the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
CURTIS) . It is simply to point out to him 
that on July 25 in the RECORD beginning 
at page 25131, Senator PERCY, one of the 

cosponsors of the speed limit bill, made a 
statement to the Senate and therein he 
said: 

I have now received responses from 27 
Governors, and I am pleased to report that 
most of them share my conviction that the 
reduced speed limit is helping us save some 
73 million barrels of fuel per year and, to 
a great extent, is responsible for the 
dramatic decline in traffic fatalities and dis
abling injuries we have witnessed since the 
55-mile-an-hour speed limit became effec
tive. Most of the Governors are therefore 
enthusiastic in their endorsement of S. 3566 
which sets the national permanent speed 
limit. 

I will not go on further, I would say to 
the distinguished Senator, except to say 
that the letters in question, at least 26 
of them, are printed beginning on page 
25131. 

Mr. CURTIS.. Do these letters spe
cifically refer to proposals for a perma
nent law on the part of the Federal 
Government? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I would have to say 
to the distinguished Senator that I have 
not had the chance to read them 
through myself. 

I do not know specifically what each 
says, but they are endorsing a speed limit 
of 55 miles per hour for the two rea
sons I mentioned, the saving of fuel and 
the saving of lives. 

Mr. CURTIS. We would still have a 
55-mile-an-hour speed limit if my 
amendment is adopted. 

Mr. STAFFORD. But, I would say to 
the distinguished Senator, only for a 
very short time. 

Mr. President, at this point in time I 
ask unanimous consent that a statement 
by Senator CHARLES PERCY be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHARLES H. PERCY 

I wish to express my full support for that 
provision of S. 3934 which would extend in
definitely the nationwide 66 mph speed 
limit. This provision, which would become 
section 164 of the U.S. highway code, incor
porates the substance of S. 3556, the biD I 
introduced in May along with the distin
guished Chairman of the Public Works Com
mittee, Senator Randolph, and the distin
guished ranking minority member of the 
Subcommittee on Roads, Senator Stafford. 
My colleagues Senators Weicker, Ribicotr, 
Chiles, and Gravel have all cosponsored this 
legislation. 

I am deeply indebted to the Chairman 
and members of the Public Works COmmit
tee for adopting the substance of s. 3556 
during the Committee's consideration of the 
highway bill. Chairman Randolph is the 
father of the 65 mph speed limit, which was 
enacted last January, and his sustained sup
port for the extension of the speed limit has 
been invaluable to the succes of this legis
lation. 

I am also greatly appreciative of the tre
mendous support given to s. 3556 by the Ad
ministration and by many public-spirited 
citizen groups. Both the Secretary of Trans
portation, Claude S. Brinegar, and the Fed
eral Energy Administrator, John C. Sawhill, 
have strongly endorsed the indefinite exten
sion of the 55 mph speed llmit on behalf of 
the Administration. Their letters of support 
are printed in the Committee's report on 
pages 23-28. 

The benefits of the national uniform 65 
mph speed Unlit are overwhelming both in 
terms of energy conserved and human lives 
preserved. These dramatic savings in fuel 
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and lives have been reaffirmed every month 
since the lower speed limits began last No
vember, and the savings have been greatest 
in those states which have had lower speed 
limits in effect the longest. 

In July 1974, the latest month for which 
complete statistics are available, highway fa
talltles nationwide declined 17% from the 
level of July 1973, according to the Nation
al Safety Council. For the full seven-month 
period since the national uniform speed 
limit was enacted, highway deaths were 
down 22% from the same period in 1973. 

In human terms, this means that the lives 
of some 7000 men, women, and children have 
already been saved this year and perhaps 
5000 others will be spared a tragic death on 
the highways before the end of 1974. These 
12,000 people whose lives will be saved this 
year owe their survival largely to the reduced 
highway speed limit. 

In addition, according to National Safety 
Council statistics, some 230,000 fewer people 
have been injured in highway accidents dur
ing the first seven months of this year, com
pared with the same period in 1973. This is a 
21% reduction in injuries from last year. 

More dramatic evidence of the benefits of 
the 55 mph speed limit was provided over 
the recent Labor Day weekend. Despite the 
fact that traffic volume had nearly returned 
to 1973 levels, the fatality rate was sharply 
lower than I<ast year. This year's Labor Day 
highway death toll was the lowest since 1962, 
according to the National Safety Council. 

These safety statistics, which translate in 
very real terms into human lives saved, are 
all the more remarkable because they were 
an unexpected by-product of the energy 
crisis. The national uniform speed limit was 
enacted originally for the purpose of saving 
motor fuel, and significant conservation of 
fuel has indeed resulted from it. The Fed
eral Energy Administration estimates that 5 
million gallons of fuel are being saved every 
day because of the reduced speed limit. 

This fuel saving alone might well be suffi
cient reason for continuing the present 
maximum speed limit beyond its expiration 
date next June 30, but the saving in human 
lives makes it imperative that we retain the 
55 mph speed limit. 

I strongly urge the Senate to pass this leg
islation today, so that Americans can con
tinue to slow down and live. 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield for 
2 minutes? 

Mr. BENTSEN. I am delighted to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am op
posed to this amendment, but it gives me 
an opportunity to make a statement to 
the Senate about a matter which I think 
is of the highest importance, which this 
typifies. That is the speed with which we 
have forgotten what we endured in the 
winter of 1973-74 on gasoline. Today the 
fact that we are continuing to transgress 
is even worse than it was then. 

The United States is hemorrhaging to 
the extent of $25 billion a year, what it is 
paying to a small number of Arab states, 
and ·the rest of ·the world about $50 billion 
a year. We cannot stand it. It is simply 
impossible. You will break this world if 
you keep this up. 

The only way you can talk turkey to 
the people who are holding us up in the 
biggest trust action ·this world has ever 
seen-that is what OPEC is, and nothing 
less-is if you cut your consumption and 
have to buy less. That they can under
stand. 

Therefore, this and many other meas
ures along the same line are indispens-

able as an element in the struggle 
against inflation and in the dreadful 
danger to the world which is being posed 
by the bleeding of the balance of pay
ments which I have just described. 

Mr. President, I do not want to delay 
the Senate, but this seemed such a strik
ing example of where we are so deficient 
in our anti-inflation efforts, and in our 
efforts to deal with this holdup in terms 
of the oil price, that I felt I should call it 
to the attention of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BENTSEN. If the Senator from 
Nebraska is ready to yield back the re
mainder of his time, I am ready to yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask unanimous consent 
that I be allowed to withdraw the request 
for the yeas and nays. 

The request for the yeas and nays was 
withdrawn. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment having been yielded 
back, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ne
braska. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

is open to further amendment. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read the amend
ment as follows: 

On page 17, line 19, insert the following 
after the phrase "in excess of" change the 
word "fifty-five" to "sixty". On page 18, lines 
23 and 24, strike the phrase "reduction in 
speed limits to conserve fuel" and insert in 
lieu thereof the phrase "change in speed 
limits pursuant to this section." 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for one moment? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the time 
on this amendment be limited to 10 min
utes, to be equally divided between the 
sponsor thereof and the Senator from 
Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Reserving the right 
to object-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, very briefly, 
the amendment which I am proposing 
will supplement the one offered earlier by 
the distinguished Senator from Vermont 
<Mr. STAFFORD) and accepted by the com
mittee. 

My amendment expands upon and 
complements that of Senator STAFFORD, 
however, by permitting flexibility down
ward from 60 miles per hour instead of 
55. In addition, it makes one essential 
change in language to ensure that States 
could use Federal-aid highway funds to 
pay the cost of any necessary road sign 
modification. 

So the maximum speed limit under 
this amendment could be as high as 60 
miles per hour, according to the deter-

mination of the respective States. It could 
also be set at any speed less than 60-for 
example, 55, 50, or 45. That is the sole 
difference between the intent of our two 
amendments. 

CONSERVATION AND SAFETY 

We have been over and over the topics 
of fuel conservation and highway safety 
with regard to the speed limit issue, and 
it is unnecessary at this point to go into 
a long debate over savings in fuel and 
savings in lives. Certainly, there is no 
one here who does not have the utmost 
concern for both those critically impor
tant factors. 

But the point I want to make is that 
it does not take a permanent, uniform, 
maximum national speed limit to achieve 
the desired goals in each of these areas. 
What it does take is a reasonable, accept
able upper-limit guideline within which 
the States can operate to establish the 
speed requirements according to the con
ditions and needs of their own juris
dictions. 

And I believe that that reasonable, ac
ceptable standard ought to be 60 miles 
per hour-in consideration of the in
terests of all the States. 

SPEED ONLY PART OF PROBLEM 

To demonstrate what I mean by the 
premise that what is proper for a heavily 
populated State on the east coast is not 
necessarily right for a "wide-open space" 
State in the Great Plains, West or South
west, I would call my colleagues' atten
tion to some figures printed in the com
mittee report of S. 3934. These refer spe
cifically to the chart of estimated traffic 
fatalities in each respective State. 

What these figures show is that in 
1973-before the "emergency" measure 
to reduce speed limits to 55 miles per 
hour-the State of New Jersey. for ex
ample, had 423 fatalities with a maxi
mum speed limit of 60. New York had 955 
highway deaths with a 65 miles per hour 
maximum, and Illinois 622 fatalities at 
70 miles per hour. 

Kansas, Nebraska, North Dakota, 
South Dakota and Wyoming, on the other 
hand-all with the much higher limit of 
75 miles per hour-had only 162, 122. 51. 
63, and 39 highway deaths respectively. 
And what this signifies to me is that speed 
was not nearly so much a factor in these 
States as it was in the others. 

FIGURES DRAMATIZE 

The figures are dramatized even fur
ther when one considers the "percent 
change" column from 1973 to 1974, with 
the 55-mile-per-hour limit in effect. For 
the heavily populated States which low
ered their speed limits by only 5, 10, or 15 
miles per hour, almost uniformly had 
greater percentages of change than those 
like Kansas which dropped theirs a full 
20 miles per hour. 

I think it is a very valid observation, 
then, when comparing the 2.56-percent 
change in Wyoming and the -18.51-per
cent change in Kansas with the -33.3-
percent change in New Jersey, and-26.5-
percent change in New York, that a 55-
mile-per-hour speed limit in those latter 
States is not one bit safer than a 60-
mile-per-hour limit in the less-populated 
States further West, which are also less 
conges·ted trafficwise. 
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SAVE MORE LIVES 

The inescapable conclusion from all 
this is that we can save more lives in 
Kansas at 60 miles per hour than east 
coast States can at 55 miles per hour, 
simply because our highways are 
straighter, flatter, less heavily traveled, 
more open, and yes-safer. Why not, 
therefore, give us the opportunity to 
demonstrate it? 

In fairness to my good friend from the 
State of West Virginia and sponsor of 
the permanent 55-mile-per-hour provi
sion (Mr. RANDOLPH), I have refrained 
from using that State as an example in 
these illustrations because their number 
of estimated fatalities will actually have 
risen from 1973 to 1974, despite the maxi
mum limit being reduced on their Inter
state System from 70 miles per hour for 
most of 1973 to 55 miles per hour for 
1974. 

However, it is significant, I believe, 
that according to extrapolated figures 
supplied by the Federal Highway Admin
istration, West Virginia-with a speed of 
55 miles per hour on its open highways 
before the energy crisis-had approxi
mately 1 death per 15,000 population. 
During the same time period, the State of 
Kansas-although its speed limit was a 
full 20 miles per hour higher-had very 
nearly the same death toll of 1 for every 
14,000 persons residing in the State. 
Moreover, the previously mentioned 
States of New York and New Jersey still 
had very high per capita death tolls in 
spite of their much more sophisticated 
public and mass transportation systems. 

LETTERS FROM GOVERNORS 
I believe it is significant to point out 

that while the authors of the permanent 
55-miles-per-hour maximum speed limit 
sought to rally the support of the Na
tion's Governors on their proposal, even 
many of the letters they had printed in 
alleged "favor" of the concept expressed 
grave reservations about its propriety. I 
refer specifically to those from the Gov
ernors of Kansas and New Mexico, who, 
in essence alluded to the varying condi
tions across the country by saying that: 

Legislation developed in the Congress for 
all 50 States does not necessarily fit the 
needs of all 50 States. 

And: 
We in the western States confront a situa

tion probably not encountered in your great 
State. Because many of the western States 
are sparsely populated and larger than their 
sister States to the East, the 55 MPH Umit 
affects the populat ion more dramatically. 

This, to me, is sentiment which we can
not ignore and must consider before set
ting out on the dangerous course of es
tablishing a permanent national limit of 
any speed. 

SEVERE PROBLEM FOR TRUCKERS 

A definite situation which must be ad
dressed with regard to the 55 miles per 
hour speed limit is the extremely serious 
impact it is having on the American 
trucking industry. Time is money to this 
industry and the new speed limit has cost 
the Nation's truckers a great deal in 
lengthened trip times and reduced loads 
per month, while they have faced even 

higher fuel prices and reduced fuel 
mileage. 

The detrimental impact on the truck
ing industry is something that affects the 
entire Nation, and the increased eco
nomic expenditure is an additional fac
tor contributing to inflation. Keeping the 
industry operating at an efficient level is 
vital to the entire Nation. 

INDIVIDUAL PREFERENCE 

Having given full considera-tion to the 
elements of fuel conservation and high-· 
way safety, another important factor to 
confront before legislating a certain na
tional maximum limit is the individual 
preference of each American highway 
driver to be affected by the decision. The 
reason this "acceptability" factor is so 
relevant is that it will ultimately deter
mine whether the limit that is set will 
be adhered to-and very realistically. 
whether it is one that can and will be 
enforced. 

In a recent survey I conducted in the 
State of Kansas, over 53 percent of the 
20,000 persons polled said that, with all 
regard for saving both energy and lives, 
they believed that 60 miles per hour was 
a fair, acceptable, realistic, and prefer
able speed to travel. By comparison, a 
high of only 27 percent favored any other 
figure-55, 65 or whatever. 

I strongly believe that essentially the 
same result would be true in most Mid
western, Southwestern, and far Western 
States, and feel that we have an obliga
tion to respond to these views. 

ENFORCEMENT OF REASON ABLE LIMIT 

In expanding on the "enforceability" 
aspect of the speed limit situation, it is 
quite clear, I think, that 55 miles per hour 
is neither being followed nor ''followed 
up." In Kansas, for example a survey by 
the highway patrol indicated that an 
average speed of approximately 60 miles 
per hour has been the practice since the 
first of this year. 

In a similar private study conducted in 
14 States during the same period, the 
general response was the same: That a 
very low compliance level now exists and 
that 60-62 miles per hour is the average 
speed. These 14 States included Arkansas, 
Florida, Iowa, Kansas, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, New York, Ohio, Virginia, 
Mississippi, Oregon, Rhode Island, South 
Carolina and Pennsylvania. 

The Wall Street Journal of August 2, 
1974, further emphasized this fact with 
an article which listed the noncompli
ance rate in the State of California as 80 
percent. And every Senator who has 
been on a public highway recently is un
doubtedly aware of the same thing
that people just do not find 55 miles per 
hour to be an acceptable limit. 

OPTIONAL AND FLEXIBLE LIMIT 

Therefore, unless we are going to make 
a mockery out of the whole speed limit 
process, I suggest that we act to establish 
a reasonable level with enough flexibility 
to suit the needs of all the States. By 
adopting my amendment, we would give 
them the option of keeping their limits 
at 55 if they so choose. -

But we would also be allowing them to 
set their maximums for highway travel 

at 60 miles per hour if they determine 
that such a speed better corresponds with 
the particular needs and conditions of 
their own jurisdictions-without sacrific
ing any savings in fuel or lives. I think we 
owe them that discretionary authority, 
and hope that my colleagues wilf agree 
by supporting this amendment. 

MATTER FOR STATES 

Mr. President, let me reemphasize one 
final point before yielding. We are all 
concerned with safety. We have heard it 
discussed earlier with respect to the 
ignition-interlock seatbelt systems. We 
are going to have it discussed again and 
again by some who advocate still lower 
speed limits. 

I am just suggesting that in cer tain 
parts of this country-in the wide open 
spaces and in the flatlands of the Mid
west and in other similar areas around 
our Nation-60 is unquestionably a 
reasonable and safe speed. 

I still believe, as the Governor of my 
State believes, that what is good for 
New York or Massachusetts or West 
Virginia is not necessarily good for 
Nevada, Nebraska, or Kansas. Therefore, 
speed limits are a matter which should 
be left, within at least a reasonable 
range of discretion, to the State legisla
tures. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter to Senator PERCY 
from Governor Docking of Kansas be 
included in the REcORD at this point, 
and with that I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATE OF KANSAS, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 

Topeka, Kans., July 2, 1974. 
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senator of Illinois, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: Thank you for your 
recent letter alerting me to legislation you 
are sponsoring to extend indefinitely the 55 
mph speed limit on United States Highways. 

I certainly agree with the need for safety 
measures on our highways to reduce acci
dents, and the need for energy conservation 
measures. In Kansas, we have taken steps to 
achieve both objectives. I know that your 
proposal to extend indefinitely the highway 
maximum speed has been developed with the 
best of intentions. However, I oppose the 
federal government dictating to the states. 

Too many times, it seems to me, the fed
eral government resorts to blackmail in at
tempting to coerce the states into accepting 
legislation. I am opposed to the "gun to the 
head" approach used by the federal govern
ment to force the states to pass certain leg
islation developed in the Congress for all 50 
states does not necessarily fit the needs of all 
50 states; what is good legislation for New 
York or Massachusetts is not necessarily good 
legislation for Nevada or Kansas. 

In my state, our problem is distance. Many 
persons oppose the 55 mph speed limit here 
because of the hardship it works on many 
persons and businesses. 

Conservation and safety measures are 
needed. My request is that the federal gov
ernment and the Congress allow the states 
to develop legislation that will achieve these 
goals with the best interests of their citizens 
foremost in mind. 

Thank you for allowing me this opportu-
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· nity to comment on your proposal for ex
tending indefinitely the 55 mph speed limit. 

With every good wish. 
Yours sincerely, 

RoBERT DocKING, 
Governor of Kansas. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
4 minutes to the Senator from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I am 
sure that the Senator from Kansas, who 
is effective in most matters, will not 
think that today we would reverse the 
vote which took place on May 13, a roll
call vote in this Chamber on exactly the 
same amendment that he offers for our 
consideration at this time. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if the Sena
tor will yield, this amendment is some
what different from that because here 
the 60-miles-per-hour limit is permis
sive-to be determined by the States
and in the other it was not. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The rollcall vote at 
that time was 52 to 29 against the es
sence of the amendment. 

I will place in the RECORD the letters 
from the Governors. I have a letter from 
Mr. John C. McKay, director of the En
ergy Agency of Minnesota, containing a 
very important endorsement of the 55-
miles-an-hour speed limit. I have a letter 
from Governor McCall of Oregon, who 
says: 

We are now equipping Oregon State Police 
with "moving radar," which allows an officer 
to "clock" the speed of an on-coming car 
while his patrol car is in motion. This is 
part of our commitment to enforce the 55 
m.p.h. limit rigorously. I am concerned that 
if widespread disregard of the limit de
veloped, a larger-than-normal disparity in 
speeds might develop which could make the 
limit counterproductive for safety. 

I have a letter from Governor Carter, 
of Georgia, and I have a letter irom 
Gov. Malcolm Wilson, of New York, who 
states: 

The data concerning savings in gas and 
lives resulting from this speed restriction 
are encouraging and you may be assured 
that New York State wm continue to en
force it. 

I invite the attention of my able col
league to the letter from the Governor 
of Kansas. This is his expression, in part: 

There is no doubt that there is a wide 
acceptance of the 55 mph speed limit and 
our Economic Development Department, as 
well as our State Highway Commission, re
lates to me that there has been a dramatic 
rise in in-state driving. Thus, our home 
folks are really, in a sense, rediscovering the 
merits of their own countryside and recrea
tional areas. 

The Board of the Epilepsy Foundation 
said something that perhaps is very mov
ing. Action taken by that organization 
is stated in this language: 

This lower speed limit is probably the most 
important thing to happen in epilepsy pre
vention for a very long time. This reduction 
has substantially reduced the number of 
serious head injuries which is perhaps the 
most significant reduction in injuries re
ceived in traffic accidents. 

That was contained in a resolution 
urging the adoption of the permanent 
55-mile-an-hour speed limit. 

We have had, of course, the endorse
ment of the Department of Transporta
tion, through Secretary Brinegar. We 

have had the endorsement of a very large 
number of governors by vigorous letters 
of support. No governor has written us 
in opposition to the continuance of the 
55-mile-an-hour speed limit. We have 
had no word from the Governors' Con
ference, which is familiar with the 
provision to be offered and which has 
been pending in the Senate for almost a 
month before being brougr..t here today. 

This increase to 60 miles per hour 
would defeat much of that national speed 
limit's purpose. 

During our December 11, 1973, hear
ings, Secretary Brinegar indicated that 
a speed of 60 miles per hour would use 
6 percent more fuel than 50 miles per 
hour would. The Senate has already 
compromised by agreeing to a 55-mile
per-hour speed limit which conserves 
only two-thirds the amount of fuel as 
the 50 miles per hour would. A 60-mile
per-hour limit would save even less. At 
60, 886 million gallons would be saved 
per year by cars and only 1.2 million gal
lons for all vehicles. 

Everyone also tends to push the limit 
·a little bit. Thus, 50 miles per hour is 
actually around 54-55; our 55-mile-per
hour limit is usually pushed close to 60 
even with strict enforcement at present; 
setting the actual limit at 60 miles per 
hour would effectively kill significant 
fuel savings. 

It is also Secretary Brinegar's position, 
"that between 50 and 55 miles per hour 
fuel efficiencies of trucks and buses are 
unchanged. But as you push to 60 miles 
per hour-with increased wind resistance 
overall efficiencies again decline." 

Vehicle miles traveled, according to 
FHW A, reached 1973 levels starting in 
April, and still there has been both a 
reduction in fatalities and declines in 
gasoline s.ales. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the letters to which I have 
referred printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
STATE OF MINNESOTA ENERGY AGENCY, 

Saint Paul, Minn., August 29, 1974. 
Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 

Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash
ington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR RANDOLPH: As director Of 
the Minnesota Energy Agency, I am express
ing the satisfaction our staff feels to read of 
the 55 mph national speed limit that would 
become a permanent feature of the American 
highway if your committee's recommenda
tions are approved. I join FEA Administrator 
John Sawhm in endorsing your action and 
assure you of the Minnesota state govern
ment's support of the proposed legislation. 

With the thought that it might be of in
terest to you, I am enclosing a copy of Min
nesota H. F. 2862, now law, a b111 authoriz
ing the Governor of our state and the state 
high way commission to take similar action. 
Minnesota is operating under the 55 mph 
law and has had the dual successful record 
of lowered energy consumption and lowered 
accident rates recorded generally across the 
nation. It is also state policy under Chapter 
307 to encourage car pooling, as in your 
legislation. 

We urge you.r continued efforts on behalf 
of this bill and assure you of our coopera
tion if and when it becomes law. 

Very truly yours, 
JoHN c. McKAY, 

Director. 

OFFICE OF THE GoVERNOR, 
Salem, August 28, 1974. 

Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
U.S. Senate, Committee on Public Works, 

Washington, D .C. 
DEAR SENATOR RANDOLPH: We in Oregon 

established a 55 m.p.h. speed limit during 
the energy crisis last year before Congress 
acted. While our primary motivation was to 
conserve energy, the limit also has saved 
lives in Oregon. Motorists are obeying the 
limit fairly well based on a June survey. 
Checks at 13 stations around the state showed 
speed increases only a fraction of a mile per 
hour above May, and about three miles per 
hour above results last December (the 
month following the imposition of the 
limit). 

The energy crisis has resulted in fewer 
m1les traveled, as well as lower speeds. Miles 
traveled for the first five months of 1974 were 
down 8.59 percent from the year before. On 
the state highway system, the reduction in 
travel was 11.9 percent. Compare how closely 
ties parallels the 12.6 percent drop 1n fatall
ties between J ·a.nuary and May, 1974, on the 
roads where the speed llmit has not been 
lowered. On the other hand, deaths were 
down 60.5 percent during this period on the 
freeways and highways where the speed 
limit had previously been higher. 

Therefore, for the first five months of 1974, 
traffic deaths on roads where the speed limits 
were unchanged were reduced about the 
same percentage as the reduction 1n travel. 
However, on those roads where t he speed 
limit was reduced, fatalities are down sub
stantially more than the reduction in miles 
traveled. 

We are now equipping Oregon State Po
lice with "moving radar," which allows an 
officer to "clock" the speed of an on-coming 
car while his patrol car is in motion. This 
is part of our commitment to enforce the 55 
m.p .h. limit rigorously. I am concerned that 
if widespread disregard of the limit devel
oped, a larger-than-normal disparity in 
speeds might develop which could make the 
limit counterproductive for safety. 

I commend your interest in traffic safety. 
The time is right for the Federal government 
to concern itself more intensively with do
mestic problems and develop a true Federal
State partnership for traffic safety. 

In this regard, the 1975 Highway Safety 
Appropriations Bill is now before the Senate 
after passing the House with the funds for 
the incent ive grants deleted. We have been 
notified that Oregon is eligible for such a 
bonus for 1973. Please do all you can to sup
port incen tive grants in the 1975 bill. I 
would appreciate your efforts toward a long
term goal of replacing existing penalty pro
visions with such grants. 

Enclosed for your information is a pub
lication of the Oregon Traffic Safety Com
mission, some of which deals with the 55 
m.p.h. limit. 

Sincerely, 
TOM MCCALL, 

Governor. 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Atlanta, August 26, 1974. 

Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR RANDOLPH! Thank you for 

your letter urging continued strong enforce
ment of the nationwide 55 miles per hour 
speed limit. The results of the reduced speed 
limit indicate the tremendous savings that 
can be made through conservation programs 
in terms of petroleum products, consumer 
dollars, and most importantly human llves. 
Thus far, Georgia's highway death rate has 
dropped almost thirty percent below that for 
the same period in 1973. 

Even though there are competing economic 
considerations which require further study, 
I believe at this time they are outweighed by 
the savings and benefits of the redlleed speed 
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limit. Therefore, I support the strong en
forcement of the 55 miles per hour limit and 
legislation to extend this reduced limit in
definitely. 

Sincerely, 
JIMMY CARTER. 

STATE oF NEW YoRK, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, 

Albany, August 7, 1974. 
Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR RANDOLPH: This is in reply 

to your letter of July lOth concerning the 
uniform nationwide speed limit of 55 miles 
per hour. 

The data concerning savings in gas and 
lives resulting from this speed restriction are 
encouraging and you may be assured that 
New York State will continue to enforce 1t. 

Sincerely, 
MALCOLM WILSON. 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Topeka, Kans., July 25, 1974. 

Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
Senior Senator from West Virginia, Chair

man Committee on Public Works, New 
Sendte Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR JENNINGS: Thank you for your letter 
of July 10, in which you so substantively 
expressed your concern about the 55 mile per 
hour speed limit and its beneficial effects 
on energy saving as well as the reduction of 
tra.filc fatalities and accidents. 

Kansas records reflect that as of July 15, 
258 fatalities were reported, a reduction of 
125 lives from the 383 of comparable 1973 
period. It 1s a logical assumption that lower 
speeds do reduce deaths on the highways 
and we certainly have proof of it in the 
records. 

I assure you of our continuing efforts to 
maintain the slower speed limits. In fact, a 
recent survey indicated that the aver~e 
speed on the Interstate highways was only 
slightly above the 55 mph limit. There is, 
admittedly, a tendency by some motorists 
to stretch these limits, possibly because they 
are not as rigidly enforced as in Kansas. 

There is no doubt that there is a wide 
acceptance of the 55 mph speed limit and 
our Economic Development Department, as 
well as our State Highway Commission, re
lates to me tha. t there has been a. dramatic 
rise in in-state driving. Thus, our home folks 
are really, in a sense, rediscovering the mer
its of their own countryside and recreational 
areas. 

Your sharing with me your views 1s much 
appreciated and I assure you of our coopera
tion and understanding. 

With every good wish. 
Yours sincerely, 

RoBERT DOCKING, 
Governor of Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 4 minutes have expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, how much 

time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 2 minutes remaining. 
Mr. DOLE. I want to make still an

other point in that case; that I am not 
advocating any maximum Federal speed 
limit which would be uniformly imple
mented in every State. What I am sug
gesting by my amendment is that the 
Governor of Nevada, the Governor of 
West Virginia, the Governor of my State, 
and the Governor of Nebraska, if they 
wish-acting with their State legisla
tures-can make the speed limit on the 
highway systems of their own States 60 
miles per hour if they deem it appropri
ate. 

I have letters from governors, too. I 
have one from the Governor of my State 
which has just been printed, and an
other from the Governor of New Mexico, 
Mr. King, both of whom print out that 
we have to consider the wide-open 
spaces-the different parts of the coun
try in which everyone lives. 

I have already mentioned, but I call 
attention again to the survey conducted 
in 14 States where it was found that 
there was a very low rate of compliance 
with the 55-mile-per-hour speed limit. 
Most people were driving 60 miles per 
hour and more. And in one State-the 
State of West Virginia-when the speed 
limit was lowered from 70 to 55 miles per 
hour, the death rate actually went up 
nearly 10 percent. 

Again I state that we should give the 
Governors of the States and the State 
legislatures the right to determine at 
what speed the drivers in their jurisdic
tions should drive, so long as it does not 
exceed what I consider to be a very fair, 
reasonable and safe maximum speed in 
many States, including Kansas. And even 
if our State is the only one out of 50 that 
wishes to establish a 60-miles-per-hour 
maximum-even if all 49 others want 
to remain at 55, we should have the op
portunity to make that determination. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. CURTIS. Is it not true that a 

speed of 55 miles an hour in some types 
of terrain and conditions of traffic is more 
hazardous than perhaps 60 miles per 
hour would be in level country, where 
the roads are straight and the visibility 
is unimpaired? 

Mr. DOLE. I am certain that studies 
would bear that observation out, just as 
they would also show a substantially 
.greater savings in fuel driving at an un
interrupted sustained speed of 60 miles 
per hour, as opposed to stop and go, ac
celeration and deceleration driving at 
basically 55 miles per hour on a con
gested highway regardless of terrain. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
my remaining minute to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Texas for yielding. 

Mr. President, there is no need for any 
extended statement in defense of the 
proposal to set a national 55-mile-per
hour speed limit. The Senate has previ
ously rejected efforts to set aside or to 
increase that maximum, and I trust this 
latest effort will also be rejected. 

The basic argument in favor of the 55-
mile-per-hour speed limit is that it saves 
lives and it saves gasoline. 

By now the record is absolutely clear. 
The reduced speed limit of 55 miles per 
hour has been saving about 1,000 lives 
a month on our Nation's highways. In 
effect, that means a return to higher 
speeds will mean the death of more mo
torists on our highways. 

How can we consider any increase 
above the 55-mile-per-hour limit when 
we know such an increase means more 
people will be killed? 

Now, about saving gasoline. The High
way Users Federation has told us that 
holding the maximum highway speed 
limit to 55 miles per hour will save 5.3 

million gallons of gasoline each day, 
compared to a national speed limit of 60 
miles per hour. Of course, the savings in 
gasoline would be even greater if we com
pare 55 miles per hour to a speed limit 
higher than 60 mile per hour. 

Our energy shortage has eased, but it 
is still with us. We cannot afford to ig
nore every opportunity to save gasoline 
at this time in history. And, of course, 
there is no time in our history when we 
can afford to ignore the opportunity to 
save lives. 

I urge the Senate to support the com
mittee recommendation. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished chairman 
of the full committee on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the manager of the bill giving 
me this opportunity to come back to the 
question raised in reference to what you 
have indica.ted as the wide open spaces of 
certain parts of our country. I am cer
tain that would be applicable to Kansas. 

I should like the RECORD to reflect that 
in the period January through April of 
1973, there were 162 traffic fatalities. For 
the same months in 1974, the figure is 
132. That is a decrease in fatalities of 
more than 18.5 percent. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
ent that the record of estimated traffic 
fatalities of all the States be printed in 
the RECORD so that we may read it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ESTIMATED TRAFFIC FATALITIES JANUARY-APRIL 

State 

Alabama _______ ___ _____ ___ ____ _ 
Alaska _____ • ________ ____ _____ _ 
Arizona ______ • ________________ _ 
Arkansas ___ __________________ _ 
California ____ ___ ____ _ .; _____ ___ _ 
Colorado _____ _____________ __ __ _ 
Connecticut_ __________________ _ 
Delaware __ ___ ________________ _ 
Florida __________ ___ __________ _ 

~:~:ii~---:: : : =: =: =::: =: ::::: =:: Idaho ______ ____ ___ ______ _____ _ 
Illinois ________ _______________ _ 
Indiana ___ ___ ___ . _. ___________ _ 
Iowa ________ _ • ___________ ._---
Kansas_. __ __ ___ ______________ _ 
Kentucky __ • _________________ _ _ 
Louisiana __ • _______________ ___ _ 
Maine ________________________ _ 
Maryland __ ___ ________________ _ 
Massachusetts.----- ___________ _ 
Michigan ____ --- ----------- ___ _ 
Minnesota _____________ ----- __ _ 

~:~~~s~~E~i:::: ::::::::::::::::: Montana ______ ________________ _ 
Nebraska _____ ________________ _ 
Nevada _________________ ------_ 
New Hampshire ________________ _ 
New Jersey ___________________ _ 
New Mexico ___________________ _ 
New York _____________________ _ 
North Carolina _______ _________ _ 
North Dakota _____ _____________ _ 
Ohio __________ _______________ _ 
Oklahoma ____ ________ ________ _ _ 
Oregon ___ ------- ____ ---- _____ _ 
Pennsylvania __________________ _ 
Rhode Island __________________ _ 
South Carolina ________________ _ 
South Dakota __________________ _ 
Tennessee ________ ------- - - ___ _ 
Texas_---- ______ -- __ --_---- __ _ 
Utah ________ • __ --- ___ --- _____ _ 

~rr~n~~~:::: ::::::::::::::::::: 

1974 

315 
19 

184 
147 

1, 040 
147 
100 
20 

752 
456 
42 
71 

511 
309 
174 
132 
228 
218 

42 
170 
256 
447 
217 
211 
232 
55 
95 
55 
31 

282 
123 
701 
462 
28 

565 
189 
139 
597 
19 

256 
51 

406 
811 
40 
23 

270 

1973 

387 
13 

293 
193 

1, 434 
166 
147 
42 

963 
561 

40 
93 

622 
509 
224 
162 
322 
310 
53 

264 
304 
572 
261 
271 
364 
83 

122 
77 
28 

423 
172 
955 
526 

51 
666 
205 
196 
728 

51 
293 
63 

438 
1,144 

100 
39 

355 

Percent 
change 

-18.60 
+46.15 
-37.2 
-23.83 
-27.4 
-11.44 
-31.97 
-52.38 
-21.9 
-18.7 
+5.0 

-23.65 
-17.8 
-39.2 
-22.32 
-18.51 
-29.19 
-29.67 
-20.75 
-35.60 
-15.78 
-21.8 
-16.23 
-22.14 
-36.2 
-33.73 
-22.13 
-28.57 
+10. 78 
-33.3 
-28.48 
-26.5 
-12.16 
-41.07 
-15.1 
-7.80 

-30.61 
-17.0 
-62.74 
-12.62 
-19.04 
-7.30 

-28.8 
-60.0 
-41.02 
-23.94 
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Percent 
State 1974 1973 change 

Washington __ ------------------ 180 224 -19.64 

~rs~~~~~i~~~~==::::::::::::::: 126 115 +9.56 
126 308 -59.0 

Wyoming _____ ----------------- 38 39 -2.56 

TotaL ______________ ----- 12, 129 16,030 -23.77 

Mr. RANDOLPH. In January, Feb
ruary, March, April, May, and June
that is not last year, that is this year
we had a saving of 6,000 lives, lives that 
would have been lost in traffic fatalities. 
The percentage of change was 23 plus, 
24 plus, 22 plus, 22.5 plus. The record is 
there. 

It is very clear that there is not only a 
saving of fuel but of lives. 

We have a program of across the 
board support that not only saves fuel, 
but saves lives and gives the people of 
this country some joy in riding through 
the countryside of Kansas and some 
other States, without the tension we 
have had in the past. 

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield to 
me for just one moment? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. DOLE. I wish to explain that 

there was a drop of over 18 percent in 
fatalities in Kansas when the speed 
limit was reduced a full 20 miles per 
hour from 75 to 55. However, in the 
Sena'tor's State of West Virginia, ac
cording to his committee report, the 
fatalities went up 10 percent-in spite 
of the fact that the interstate highway 
speed limit was reduced from 70 to 55. 
And I wonder how he might explain 
that? 

Also I am not suggesting that safety 
is not~ factor, I am just submitting that 
the States should have the right to set 
their own speed limit as long as it does 
not go above 60 miles per hour. 

I have faith in my State legislators 
and in my governor. If they feel that it 
is an appropriate speed and want to set 
the limit at 60, they should have that 
right. That is the only argument here. 

Mr. RANDOLPH: Mr. President, I can 
only say that the Senator from Kansas 
is wrong. 

I said that to him in May and I say 
it respectfully, to him now. I am con
fident that the Senate will defeat this 
proposed amendment more soundly than 
on May 13. The Senate can vote on this 
matter, and certainly then we shall have 
the feeling of the body. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Moss>. The time of the Senator from 
West Virginia has expired. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Kansas. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Alaska <Mr. GRAv
EL) , the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
HASKELL) , and the Senator from Ha
waii <Mr. INOUYE) are necessarily ab
sent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT), the Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HuMPHREY), 
and the Senator from Georgia <Mr. TAL
MADGE) are absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. HUMPHREY) would vote "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah <Mr. BENNETT), the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. CooK) , the 
Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. 
CoTTON), the Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. DOMINICK), the Senator from Ari
zona (Mr. GoLDWATER), and the Senator 
from North Carolina (Mr. HELMS) are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. FoNG), and the Senator 
from Dlinois (Mr. PERCY) are absent on 
official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON) is absent 
due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Illinois <Mr. 
PERCY) would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 22, 
nays 63, as follows: 

Abourezk 
Bayh 
Curtis 
Dole 
Eagleton 
Fannin 
Griffin 
Gurney 

[No. 393 Leg.] 
YEAS-22 

Hansen 
Hruska 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Long 
McGovern 
Pearson 

NAYS-63 
Aiken Eastland 
Allen Ervin 
Baker Hart 
Bartlett Hartke 
Beall Hatfield 
Bentsen Hathaway 
Bible Hollings 
Biden Huddleston 
Brock Hughes 
Brooke Jackson 
Buckley Javits 
Burdick Magnuson 
Byrd, Mansfield 

Harry F., Jr. Mathias 
Byrd, Robert c. McClellan 
Cannon McClure 
case McGee 
Chiles Mcintyre 
Church Metcalf 
Clark Metzenbaum 
Cranston Mondale 
Domenici Montoya 

Scott, 
William L. 

Stevens 
Stevenson 
Taft 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Young 

Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribico1f 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Scott, Hugh 
Sparkman 
Sta1ford 
Stennis 
Symington 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 

NOT VOTING-15 
Bellman Fong Helms 
Bennett Fulbright Humphrey 
cook Goldwater Inouye 
cotton Gravel Percy 
Dominick Haskell Talmadge 

So. Mr. DoLE's amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I am sup
porting the revised truck weight limits 
contained in S. 3934, the Federal-Aid 
Highway Amendments of 1974, proposed 
by the Public Works Committee. 

I do so for several reasons. First, the 
increases in the maximum allowable 
weight per axle and in the gross weight 
allowable-from 73,280 to 80,000-are 

reasonable, particularly since there have 
been no increases since 1956. 

Second, the legislation contains an
other weight limit control, known as the 
"bridge formula," which establishes spe
cific limits according to a combination 
of factors-that is, the number of axles, 
axle spacing, and gross weights. This for
mula will be particularly useful to pro
fessional highway administrators, since 
it would provide them with a flexible tool 
for applying strict limits to a wide va
riety of vehicles. 

Third, the legislation is important to 
my home State of Maine in that it will 
establish similar limits on weight per 
axle currently applicable to interstate 
highways in Maine to interstate high
ways throughout the country. Also, it will 
establish the same gross weight limits to 
interstate highways everywhere which 
are now applicable to the Maine Turn
pike and other noninterstate highways 
in Maine for our State's most important 
products. 

In other words, Maine commercial 
truck transportation will be able to trav
el as freely throughout the country as is 
now generally possible in Maine. 

Transportation - particularly truck 
transportation-is basic to Maine's eco
nomic livelihood. We are far from the 
principal markets for many of the prod
ucts we produce. Trucks provide a vital 
link betwen producer and buyer. 

The equalization of truck weight lim
its which will result from this legislation 
would have a beneficial effect on an im
portant segment of Maine industry and 
on the economy as a whole. I urge its 
adoption. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
have become increasingly concerned in 
past weeks over the directions highway 
beautification legislation is taking in the 
House. It seems that the House Public 
Works Committee is supporting a b111 
which would prove highly detrimental to 
Oregon's billboard removal program. The 
Senate bill, fortunately, is a decent bill 
and will allow Oregon's program to move 
forward on schedule. I am pleased to 
lend my support to the Senate b111 and 
can only hope that the House will see 
the folly in any efforts to weaken the 
Highway Beautification Act. 

My own State of Oregon is out ahead 
in its billboard removal program and, 
in fact, had its own program long before 
the Federal act was passed. Oregon's 
provisions are far more stringent than 
those contained in the Federal act. Now 
with its program more than two-thirds 
complete, at an expenditure of around 
$4 million, it would be disastrous indeed 
from Oregon's standpoint should Federal 
funds for the program be curtailed or 
provisions adopted which would in effect 
stymie programs such as Oregon's. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Amend
ments of 1974 which we are considering 
today contain a sound highway beauti
fication section. As pointed out in the 
Senate Public Works Committee report: 

At the end of calendar year 1973, approxi
mately 200,000 nonconforming, 11legal, and 
abandoned signs have been removed. Thus 
far this year, more than 25,000 additional 
signs have been removed by the States. 
Clearly, now 1s not the time, after many 
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years of effort, to slow the program or vitiate 
its intent to eliminate the visual pollution 
along our major highways ... it is impera
tive that this legislation be enacted, in order 
that the program be allowed to proceed. in 
an orderly manner. 

And, further, as cautioned by the 
American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials: 

Any curtailment in the program can have 
d.Il adverse effect within the individual 
States in their abiUty to move forward ex
peditiously on this program. It not only 
causes difficulty in the administration of a 
program with start and stop features, it 
causes problems for the administrators with 
their State legislatures in requesting match
ing funds to carry on a program, as well as 
changes in State law to make them com
patible with Federal laws when the Federal 
program is then delayed for one reason or 
another. 

Mr. President, I have written each 
member of the House Public Works 
Committee advising of my State's con
cerns over legislation pending in that 
committee. I hope that Congress will 
heed these concerns and will take note 
of the Senate action to provide a strong 
billboard removal program with the 
funding necessary to allow it to move 
ahead at a steady pace. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
be printed at this point in the RECORD a 
letter received from Oregon's Governor 
McCall concerning problems with the 
House legislation, as well as a copy of a 
background statement prepared by the 
Oregon Travel Information Council and 
an article which appeared in the August 
22, 1974, issue of Time magazine. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOlt, 
Salem, Oreg., August 23,1974. 

Hon. GERALD FORD, 
President of the United States, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am deeply concerned 
about certain provisions in H.R. 16093, a 
measure which proposes amendments to the 
Federal Highway Beautification Act con
trolling outdoor advertising, Section 131, 
Title 23, U.S.C. 

Oregon enacted legislation controlling out
door advertising many years before the Fed
eral Act was passed, and its provisions are 
far more stringent than those contained in 
the Federal Act. 

Oregon is actively pursuing the removal of 
outdoor advertising signs and its program is 
more than two-thirds complete, at an ex
penditure of some $4,000,000. We anticipate 
having the program finished by January 1, 
1975, at a total expenditure in excess of 
$6,000,000. Seventy-five percent of this sum 
represents federal funds. 

Oregon long ago recognized the need to 
provide information to the traveling public 
to compensate for removal of the informa
tion contained on outdoor advertising signs. 
As a result of the federal legislation, Oregon 
enacted statutes authorizing the Logo Board 
Program, which is being actively developed. 
I understand we are one of two states in the 
United States that have progressed this far. 

In addition to the Logo Board Program, the 
state has contracted through its Travel In
formation Council with a private concern to 
provide information plazas in all rest areas 
on the Interstate and primary system. These 
plazas will be attroactive structures contain-

ing commercial advertising for travel-ori
ented businesses. Forty percent of the dis
play area will be used for public service in
formation supplied by the state, and sixty 
percent will be available for commercial ad
vertising. 

There are provisions in H.R. 16093 that 
will, in my opinion, severely affect the sign 
removal program in Oregon; and, in some re
spects, negate the effect of the Highway Beau
tification Act which was primarily designed 
to reduce the visible pollution of our coun
tryside by an array of outdoor advertising 
signs. Some of the specific objections I have 
are as follows: 

On page 8 of the bill, under "Control of 
Outdoor Advertising," the amendment to 
subsection (c) of section 131 of Title 23, 
U.S.C., disturbs me. It expands the definition 
of "directional signs" to include, but not be 
limited to, signs relating to rest stops, camp
ing grounds, food services, gas, automotive 
services and lodging. These directional signs 
are signs which would be owned by outdoor 
advertising companies and would be installed 
outside of the highway right-of-way in any 
zones throughout the state. Oregon law now 
prohibits outdoor advertising signs in any 
zones other than those that are commercial 
and industrial. The language of the bill sec
tion does not make it clear whether this 
provision would be mandatory or optional. 

The amendment to subsection (f) of sec
tion 131 of Title 23, U.S.C., appears to put a 
damper on the Logo Board Program. It re
stricts the use of Logo Boards in suburban 
or urban areas and also provides that they 
cannot be erected where adequate definition 
of "directional signs." I do not understand 
how this particular section would be inter
preted, since Oregon does not allow direc
tional signs except those that relate to pub
licly or privately owned natural phenomena, 
and to historical, cultural, scientific, educa
tional and religious sights. If we do not al
low directional signs that relate to other 
subject matter, are we penalized in the de
velopment of our Logo Board Program? 

The additional provisions of H.R. 16093 
that would add new language to section 131 
of Title 23, U.S.C., disturb me even more. 
New subparagraph (o) of section 131, when 
read in conjunction with the amendments 
to subparagraph (f), appears to curtail the 
Logo Board Program in Oregon and allow 
sign'> to stay up that would come down under 
existing state law. The part of subsection 
( o) that bothers me is the reference to 
whether a sign had specific information in 
interest of the traveling publi0 on June 1, 
1972. Copy on advertising signs can change 
on a monthly or yearly basis, and this refer
ence to .what a certain sign contained at a 
certain date seems an ambiguous basis upon 
which to determine whether it could stay up 
or must come down. 

The provisions of new subsection (q) are 
unclear. They refer to the implementation of 
state laws enacted to comply with section 131. 
Oregon long ago enacted state legislation to 
comply with section 131, and we have an 
existing contract with the Federal Govern
ment relating to this very subject. A copy 
of this agreement is enclosed. 

The provisions contained in new paragraph 
(q) seem vague. They relate to a state that 
already has laws stricter than existing federal 
laws or the proposed federal laws. I believe 
a provision should be put in this section to 
provide that 1f state laws are more strict 
than federal laws, state law would control. 

While many states throughout this coun
try have been reluctant to enter into the 
Highway Beautification Program, Oregon has 
done so in a forthright and energetic man
ner-but it appears this legislation would be 
detrimental to Oregon. We are leading the 
nation in removal of outdoor advertising 
signs, and in providing the information to 

the traveling public they need to replace 
what they might see on outdoor advertising 
signs. 

I solicit your support in changing this btll, 
to provide that states have the option of 
adopting legislation stricter than the fed
eral legislation; or, 1f they have legislation 
in effect that is stricter than the federal leg
islation, the federal law wm not supersede 
the state legislation. 

The proposed legislation would penalize 
a state that has actively undertaken the re
moval of outdoor advertising signs. The pro
posed legislation would require the adoption 
of national standards which would take a 
considerable length of time to be formulated. 
In the meantime, the status of our program 
in Oregon would be in confusion. The in
equities that would come about are real. 
Those advertisers who have had their signs 
taken down are being penalized and those 
advertisers whose signs still remain are gain
ing an advantage. 

Another inequity involves cases where the 
state has contracted with a private con
tractor to provide information plazas. The 
contract was entered into on the assumption 
that all non-conforming outdoor advertising 
signs would come down. If we are not allowed 
to continue our sign removal program, the 
basis upon which the contract was made 1s 
gone, and the possibllity of the program's 
failing is real. 

Oregon has proceeded with the removal of 
outdoor advertising signs on the assumption 
that federal law would remain reasonably 
constant. It appears now that Congress wants 
to change the rules of the game in the fourth 
quarter. 

Sincerely, 
ToM McCALL, 

Governor. 

HIGHWAY BEAUTIFICATION BACKGROUND 
On July 24, 1974, Representative John Klu

czynski introduced H.R. 16093, the Federal 
Aid Highway Act of 1974 which is currently 
under consideration by the House Public 
Works Committee. There is much concern 
that the provisions of the Outdoor Advertis
ing Section of the Act would be very detri
mental to the Oregon Beautification effort, as 
well as highway beautification efforts 
throughout the country. 

Current highway beautification law calls 
for the orderly removal of outdoor advertis
ing signs outside of zoned commercial and 
industrial areas and provides three alterna
tive means to communicate information to 
the traveling public; logo signs, information 
plazas and directional signs. A state may in
stall motorist information "logo" signs with
in the right of way to display the trademark 
or logo of several businesses on a large back
board located in .advance of an interchange. 
Under current regulations, separate back
boards are provided for gas, food, lodging 
and campground facilities. A state may also 
inform travelers through the use of informa
tion plazas that display advertisements for 
businesses as well as public service informa
tion. These information plazas are to be lo
cated in rest areas and scenic overlooks. 
Finally, directional signs located outside of 
the highway right of way may be installed by 
outdoor advertising companies to provide in
formation for places of scientific, education
al, historic or cultural interest. These di
rectional signs are limited to 150 square feet 
and are to be erected by private individuals, 
not the state. 

Oregon has chosen to utilize all three of 
the available methods to convey information 
to the traveling public. Logo signs have been 
installed at six interchanges on the inter
state system and a contract has been let for 
the installation of these signs at an addi
tional 75 interchanges prior to the end of the 
year. A concession has been granted for the 
installation of information plazas in rest 
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areas and three prototype units will be in
stalled, legislation has been enacted and reg
ulations provided for the installation of the 
limited number of directional signs allowed 
outside of the right of way. 

The bill pending before the House Public 
Works Committee would have a drastic im
pact upon these alternatives. Under H.R. 
16093, those businesses permitted to use di
rectional signs outside of the right of way 
would be expanded to include "rest stops, 
camping grounds, food services, gas and auto
motive services and lodging." Further, the 
bill would allow the installation of three of 
these directional signs per mile in each di
rection of travel outside of zon ed commercial 
and industrial areas. 

The effect of this provision would be to 
en~ble outdoor advertising companies to in
stall six signs per mile in the same areas in 
which the State of Oregon and Federal gov
ernment are spending seven million dollars 
to remove all outdoor advertising signs. The 
potential impact of this measure would be to 
allow approximately 15,000 additional signs 
on Oregon's highways. That is more signs 
than would have been permitted under Ore
gon law before the initial beautification act 
of 1965. Nationally the estimated impact has 
been stated as allowing an additional one 
million billboards. 

Tied in to this opening of the directional 
sign language would be the curtailment of 
the logo sign program. The bill provides that 
specific motorist information "logo" signs on 
interstate and primary highways may not be 
installed in lieu of outdoor advertising signs 
in zoned commercial and industrial areas or 
directional signs located outside of the right 
of way. Although logos would cost less, it is 
anticipated that businesses · would prefer 
larger single purpose signs to advertise their 
services. By removing a large number of po
tential advertisers, the development of a 
comprehensive logo program would be im
possible. 

Further, the bill prevents the removal of 
outdoor advertising signs containing direc
tional information that were in existence on 
June 1, 1972 until December 31, 1975 or until 
the state certifies that directional informa
tion is reasonably available by other methods. 
Enactment of this language would prevent 
any orderly takedown of billboards by Ore
gon's Highway Division. 

Finally, the bill provides the right to an 
owner or operator to continue to have one 
non-conforming sign in each direction of 
travel on each highway within 75 miles of the 
business on which they had directional in
formation as of June 1, 1972. These outdoor 
advertising signs are to remain until direc
tional information can be provided by legally
installed outdoor advertising signs or on
premise signs or by other means as the state 
deems to be adequate. Again, an orderly out
door advertising sign removal program would 
be impossible under this provision. 

The Public Works Committee of the Sen
ate has reported out S. 3934, a bill that is 
consistent with the initial intent of the 
Highway Beautification legislation estab
lished in 1965. However, it remains to be seen 
as to how the Senate version wlll fare in 
conference committee with the House. 

[From Time, Aug. 22, 1974] 
BEAUTY AND THE BILLBOARD 

I think that I shall never see 
A billboard lovely as a tree. 
Perhaps, unless the billboards fall, 
I'll never see a tree at all. 
-Ogden Nash, "Song of the Open Road" 

The Highway Beautlfication Act of 1965 
was one of Lady Bird Johnson's pet projects. 
Inspired by visions of landscaped and un
cluttered thoroughfares, she spearheaded the 
drive that resulted in a law banning bill
boards along major rural highways. Skimpy 
funding slowed down the billboard purge 

until 1971, but since then some 265,000 have 
been taken down and another half million 
slated for removal. Now Lady Bird's accom
plishments may well be undermined by legis
lation expected to emerge from the House 
Public Works Committee sometime this week. 

Ironically, the sponsor of that controversial 
bill is Lyndon Johnson's former friend and 
fellow Texan, Representative Jim Wright. 
Sympathetic to the billboard lobby, Wright 
has proposed several "beautification" amend
ments to the 1974 Highway Construction Act 
that take the teeth out of earlier legislation. 
The 1965 law prohibited signs within 660 feet 
of the right of way. Advertisers responded 
nimbly by placing jumbo signs just beyond 
the 660-ft. limit; they were even more un
sightly than the smaller signs adjacent to 
the road. To counter this violation of the 
spirit of the law, the Senate Publlc Works 
Committee recently reported out a bill ex
tending the ban to the limits of legibility. 
The amended House version, however, pro
vides for control of signs beyond the 660-ft. 
limit only if they are "erected with the pur
pose of their message being read from the 
main traveled way." As critics of the amend
ment have pointed out, advertisers could 
easily slip a billboard between the lines of 
this vaguely phrased loophole. For example, 
they could ostensibly erect it for the benefit 
of mot orists on a secondary road, but place 
it so that it was easily visible from the near
by interstate route. 

The House bill would also permit six "di
rectional" signs per mile-three facing each 
side of the highway. As the amendment is 
worded, "directional" is an umbrella term 
covering "rest stops, camping grounds, food, 
gas and automotive services, lodgings, nat
ural wonders, scenic and historic attrac
tions." The American Institu te of Architects 
contends that by defining directional so 
loosely, the bill legitimizes 80 % of the signs 
outlawed by the 1965 Act. John Francis, high
way beautification coordinator for the De
partment of Transportation and the bill's 
most vociferous critic, estimates that it could 
result in the proliferation of more than a 
million billboards along interstate highways. 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, today, 
the Senate is considering S. 3934, the 
Federal-Aid Highway Amendments of 
1974. These amendments are not de
signed to effect a major revision of our 
Federal highway program, but rather 
their purpose is to make necessary ad
justments in the Federal-aid program 
and to extend highway beautification ac
tivities. The Senate is fortunate to have 
the opportunity afforded by this bill to 
focus on individual aspects of the high
way program which require immediate 
attention without having to consider the 
full Federal-aid highway program. 

Mr. President, I am sure every Mem
ber of the Senate will agree that as are
sult of using inflation and the uncertain 
energy supply situation which confronts 
us today, c&tain adjustments in our 
Federal-aid highway program are timely. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to be able 
to support this bill which takes impor
tant steps toward the improvement of 
our national highway construction sys
tem. I also want to express my apprecia
tion to Senator LLOYD BENTSEN, the 
chairman of our Subcommittee on 
Transportation for the distinguished 
leadership he has provided during our 
consideration of this. Also, I commend 
my colleagues on the subcommittee and 
the full committee for their efforts in 
behalf of this bill. 

Mr. President, all the provisions of this 
bill confront matters of importance 

whi-ch demand our full attention. At this 
time I would like to address myself to 
several important features which are 
contained in the bill. 

Mr. President, of special interest is sec
tion 102 of the bill which allows funds 
for Indian reservation roads and trails 
to be used on Federal-aid highways on or 
leading to Indian lands and increasing 
the authorization for the program by 
$25 million. This section would permit 
Indian road funds to be used on Federal
aid routes within or leading to Indian 
lands where the upgrading of such routes 
would provide particular benefits to the 
Indian communities and Indian eco
nomic development. This section of the 
bill was prompted by the urgent need 
to construct and upgrade portions of 
three New Mexico highways serving two 
major developments on Navajo lands in 
the Four Corners region of the State. The 
Navajo Indian irrigation project and 
several planned coal gassi:fication plants. 
This section, I believe, provides a greater 
degree of flexibility in the Indian roads 
program so that needed highway repairs 
and improvements will not be delayed 
merely because a road of vital impor
tance to an Indian community happens 
to be a Federal-aid system road. 

Mr. President, in order to assure that 
local Indian communities retain full con
trol over Indian road funds I am cospon
soring an amendment, with Senator 
ABOUREZK, to assure that roads and 
bridges which are provided for Indian 
people in this bill meet with the approval 
of those same Indian communities in our 
national road building program, it is im
portant that we remember the needs and 
the desires of all our citizens. 

The amendment will not interfere with 
the intended provisions of the act, rather 
it will insure that Indian people have 
the opportunity to fully participate in 
this expanded Indian road program. 

Mr. President, the permanent na
tional speed limit of 55 miles per hour 
is an important element of this bill. The 
National Academy of Sciences reported 
to the Public Works Committee just last 
week that an estimated 4,000 deaths oc
cur each year as a result of exhaust 
pollutants from automobiles. There is a 
major and continuing effort by all sec
tors of our society to reduce that :figure. 
In this respect, it is important to note 
that during the first 6 months of the 
55-mile-per-hour limit deaths were 
reduced on all highways by almost 6,000. 
We cannot, in good faith , spend billions 
to save lives from exhaust emissions 
without taking the vital step afforded 
by this bill to save even more lives. 

Mr. President, of all the energy con
servation measures available to us, the 
reduced speed limit has proved the most 
certain an .. the least difficult to secure 
for ourselves. At the height of the en
ergy crisis during the oil embargo, this 
oil economy measure was critical. Now 
that that oil crisis has eased, it is im
portant to remember that continued 
conservation remains important to en
ergy self-sufficiency. Conservation is also 
vital to the continuing balance of pay
ments problem as we struggle with infla
tion and the long-term economic ills of 
the Nation. 
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The Federal Energy Administrator, 
Mr. John Sawhill, reported to the Com
mittee on Public Works that the reduced 
speed limit saves 5 million gallons of 
gasoline each day in automobiles alone. 
When that savings is applied to all vehi
cles, including trucks and buses, the fuel 
savings would amount to almost 100 mil
lion barrels of crude oil each year. With 
the increased and uncertain price of 
foreign oil, the enormous impact of that 
national savings to our economy is 
obvious. 

Mr. President, the highway beautifi
cation program must be examined at this 
time. We have wrestled with the problem 
of controlling the number of billboards 
along our highways without imposing a 
total ban. The motoring public needs 
some information, and in many cases 
roadside signs are the most reasonable 
means to furnish that information. Other 
signs are painted on the sides of barns, 
and have come to be accepted through 
the years. Still others are painted on 
rocks and natural surfaces. 

It is not the intent of Congress to 
attack the outdoor advertising industry. 
There must be some healthy balance be
tween beautiful highways and certain 
types of advertising. This bill takes a 
constructive position to revitalize the 
highway beautification program, and 
provides for the exemption of signs of 
particular artistic or historic merit from 
removal by the Secretary of Transpor
tation. 

Mr. President, the bill authorizes $105 
million a year for beautification pro
grams. There have been no new author
izations for funds for more than a year 
leaving the program to survive on un
obligated funds from past years. I am 
pleased to see that the Congress is tak
ing the responsible step of supporting 
this program with increased funding to 
assure its effective operation. 

Mr. President, the bill also contains 
provisions: First, allowing the termina
tion of highway contracts under con
ditions where the materials necessary 
are not available from the expected sup
plier because of Federal actions; second, 
providing additional authorizations for 
the rural bus demonstration program 
approved last year; third, allowing the 
Alaska ferry to stop in Canada; fourth, 
providing $20 million, half from the 
highway trust fund, for bikeway fa
cilities in urbanized areas; fifth, allow
ing an increase in the allowable weights 
of trucks on interstate highways; sixth, 
providing $20 million for bikeway facili
ties in urban areas; seventh, amending 
section 322 of title 23, which deals with 
eliminating rail-highway grade crossings 
in the Northeast corridor; eighth, in
creasing the authorization for the special 
bridge replacement program; ninth, set
ting up a separate authorization of ap
proximately $116 million for the repair 
of bridges on the Overseas Highway lead
ing to Key West, Fla.; tenth, authorizing 
$360,000 for an engineering study of a 
railroad relocation demonstration proj
ect; eleventh, authorizing all parkways, 
not just those on a Federal-aid system, 
to be financed out of the Highway Trust 
Fund; twelfth, creating a new program 

authorizing $15 million for each of 2 
fiscal years for access roads to Federal 
reservoirs; thirteenth, assuring that pub
lic transportation facilities assisted with 
Federal-aid funds are accessible to the 
handicapped; and fourteenth, extending 
a carpool demonstration program for 1 
year to be separately funded at a level 
of $15 million. 

Mr. President, this bill provides the 
Senate with an opportunity to enact a 
carefully considered, and responsive 
highway program. 

This bill is presented for passage only 
after a careful analysis of its economic 
impact. A total of $716 million is au
thorized in this bill for a variety of pro
grams which will benefit millions of 
Americans, the young, the elderly, the 
handicapped, the Indian peoples of our 
Nation, and all those millions who travel 
our highways daily for business and 
pleasure. I believe that the Senate will 
agree that a comparison of costs with the 
benefits, demonstrates the reasonable
ness of this bill's cost. 

I would stress again, that this bill is 
not intended to provide a final answer 
to all our transportation problems, but it 
is only an interim measure which ad
dresses problems requiring immediate 
attention. Therefore, at this time I would 
urge my colleagues in the Senate to ap
prove this bill as reported by the Public 
Works Committee. 

NEW LONDON RAIL-HIGHWAY CROSSING 

Mr. RffiiCOFF. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) 
and the other members ot the commit
tee for including S. 2869 in the Federal 
Aid Highway Amendments of 1974. 

This bill, now section 118 of S. 3934, 
would allow the Department of Trans
portation to permit, under certain nar
rowly defined circumstances, selected 
public railroad-highway crossings along 
the highspeed Northeast rail corridor to 
remain at ground level anG to be pro
vided with appropriate warning and pro
tection devices. Under the present law all 
public ground-level rail-highway cross
ings had to be eliminated and DOT had 
no power of exemption. 

This provision is specifically designed 
to accommodate a situation in New 
London, Conn., where severe track cur
vature restricts trains to speeds no 
greater than 25 to 30 miles per hour. 

At an October 2, 1973, meeting in my 
Senate office, DOT representatives agreed 
with me and New London city officials 
that the five crossings along this route
Spar Yard Street, Coast Guard Dock, 
Sail Loft, State Street, and Hallam 
Street--presented minimal hazards and 
could be protected without eliminating 
the crossings completely. This would 
mean a savings to the city of as much 
as $2 million. 

While the legislation is broadly drawn, 
the Department of Transportation has 
stated that it is committed to applying 
it only to the New London situation, un
less other situations develop which meet 
their safety criteria. 

On behalf of the city and Senator 
WEICKER, who cosponsored this legisla
tion, I would like to again thank the 
committee. 

CLINTON PARKWAY 

Mr. DOLE .. Mr. President, it is gratify
ing to see that after a long, hard struggle, 
funding has been provided in the high
way construction authorization bill for 
the Clinton Parkway in Lawrence, Kans. 
This authorization culminates the efforts 
of myself and many people in the State 
of Kansas. 

In recent months, much attention has 
been focused on the traffic needs that will 
develop with the completion in 2 years of 
Clinton Lake in Douglas County, Kans. 
Because of the lake's proximity to the 
Kansas City metropolitan area, the Corps 
of Engineers estimates that more than 1 
million persons per year will be driving 
to the lake's recreational facilities by the 
end of this decade. The existing route to 
the lake is a two-lane highway through 
the southern portion of Lawrence. 

Continued reliance on this access route 
represents a clear danger to traffic safety. 
An improvement in the road is obviously 
needed. A great deal of work has already 
gone forward on this measure but the 
greatest difficulty has been the lack of 
funfls. Federal assistance is greatly need
ed and this measure, if enacted, would 
help resolve that need. 

Another important aspect of this leg
islation is that the cost-sharing provision 
insures that no project will be accomp
lished without the approval of local of
ficials. In this manner, the officials of 
Lawrence and the surrbunding communi
ty will have in:fiuence on the way these 
funds are spent, as they properly should. 
It is my hope that this legislation can be 
enacted soon so that the 50 percent cost
sharing for Clinton Parkway and similar 
projects can take effect as soon as pos
sible. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I sup
port the enactment of S. 3934, the Fed
eral-Aid Highway Amendments of 1974. 

As the chairman of the Senate Com
mittee on Aging, I shall limit my re
marks to proposed changes which have 
a direct impact upon aged and handi
capped Americans. 

The commi tee bill has two key pro
visions to make mass transit projects fi
nanced with Federal-aid highway funds 
more accessible to the elderly and 
disabled. 

First, S. 3934 provides that any project 
receiving Federal assistance under the 
urban mass transit, interstate transfer, 
or rural bus demonstration sections of 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act must be 
planned, designed, constructed, and op
erated to allow effective utilization by 
aged and handicapped persons. 

The importance of this measure, it 
seems to me, cannot be overstated. 

Today about one out of every seven 
Americans has a permanent disability. 
However, numerous studies show that 
these individuals can be productive citi
zens if given an opportunity to partici
pate in our society. 

To achieve this goal, it is absolutely 
essential that mass transit facilities be 
accessible to the physically handicapped, 
as well as older Americans. 

Unfortunately, today many elderly 
and handicapped persons live under a 
form of house arrest, cut off from serv
ices, employment opportunities, and 
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friends simply because mass transit serv
ices are inaccessible. 

But these individuals deserve the same 
right to partici:>ate fully and effectively 
in our society as other Americans. 

In this regard, S. 3934 makes it na
tional policy that elderly and handi
capped persons have the same right as 
other persons to utilize mass transporta
tion systems funded under the Federal
Aid Highway Act. 

This policy statement is similar to that 
found in the Urban Mass Transporta
tion Assistance Act. However, it goes fur
ther in permitting the Secretary of 
Transportation to approve only those 
programs or projects which comply with 
the provisions of the Federal-Aid High
way Act. 

Mr. President, our society should not 
become "off limits" to infirm older 
Americans or disabled persons. 

And the provisions in S. 3934 represent 
a positive step forward in removing 
transportation barriers for these indi
viduals. 

For these reasons, I urge the adoption 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Amend
ments of 1974. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I would 
like to go on record as supporting the 
provisions in S. 3934 to permit heavier 
trucks to use the Interstate Highway 
System. In my own State of Florida, I 
have been contacted by Governor Askew 
who is in support of this measure, and 
the Florida Department of Transporta
tion which has read and considered this 
legislation, and, in fact, supports its 
enactment. 

In the past I have normally voted 
against proposals which would increase 
the length, weight, or size of trucks on 
the highways. However, because of sev
eral changed conditions in our country, 
I feel that this measure is now needed. 
These conditions center around inflation, 
the need to increase productivity, and 
the problem of energy. 

In my State of Florida the weight lim
its already exceed those proposed in the 
bill by 2,000 pounds for State single-axle 
loads, and 10,000 pounds for State tan
dem axle load limits. I would like for 
truckers in my State to be able to haul 
their produce across State lines into 
other parts of the country. I add, how
ever, that these weight provisions are 
entirely permissive and must be enacted 
individually by States if they are to go 
into effect. Also, we are only talking 
about the Interstate. Highway System 
which is considered by most highway 
transportation experts to be superior tn 
construction and safety to most other 
systems in the country. 

With continuing shortages in our en
ergy supply and ever-increasing fuel 
prices, it is important that we allow 
trucks to utilize weight limits that are 
more reasonable in terms of capability 
and capacity. We are not speaking of 
flooding the highways with more trucks; 
we are speaking of more emciently utiliz
ing those already on the highways, and 
enhancing productivity. Energy short
ages and inflation compel us to be as 
pragmatic as possible in our use of avail
able resources. Not to do so would be 
wasteful. 

Mr. President, I want to commend the 
distinguished chairman of the Public 
Works Committee, Senator RANDOLPH, 
and the chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Highways, Senator BENTSEN, and the 
committee membership for its fine work 
in developing this legislation. 

I especially thank Senator RANDOLPH 
and Senator BENTSEN for their coopera
tion and assistance in assisting my State 
with a very pressing and serious problem 
-that is the problem of the Keys bridges, 
better known as the Overseas Highway. 

If it were not for their leadership, my 
State would be faced with a replacement 
program which its resources would be un
able to meet. 

ACCESS TO FEDERAL LAKES 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I rise to
day to express my appreciation to my col
leagues on the Senate Public Works Com
mittee for including an "access to Fed
eral lakes" provision in the Federal-Aid 
Highway Amendments of 1974. 

Two years ago the Senate unanimously 
adopted an amendment I offered to the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1972 pro
viding Federal aid for access roads to 
Federal lakes. The amendment was co
sponsored by my colleague from Kansas 
<Mr. DoLE) and supported by the dis
tinguished chairman (Mr. RANDOLPH) 
and by our former colleague from Ken
tucky (Mr. COOPER). 

This provision in the 1974 bill is quite 
similar to the 1972 amendment. It es
tablishes a national policy of Federal aid 
to assist hard-pressed local areas in de
veloping adequate access roads to Fed
eral lakes. It recognizes the need for a 
program to deal with the problems of 
tramc congestion, highway safety, and 
environmental conditions along access 
routes. 

In 1972 the Army CorPs of Engineers 
estimated that 300 million 1-day visits 
were made to recreation areas adjoining 
these lakes during 1971. The corps lat
est report estimates that in 1973 the total 
climbed to 344 million 1-day visits. The 
need for this program is greater now 
than it was 2 years ago. 

I am also pleased to note that the 
committee report spells out the congres
sional intent that the Clinton Parkway 
access road in Douglas County, Kans., 
should be given priority consideration 
under this provision. This 4.1-mile stretch 
of road is badly needed to help the local 
authorities deal with the expected heavy 
increase in traffic after completion of the 
Clinton Reservoir. I believe the authori
zation provided in this bill will be instru
mental in moving ahead with this park
way. 

Mr. President, I want to again thank 
the Public Works Committee for its in
clusion of this access roads provision in 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Moss). The bill is open to further imend
ment. If there be no further amenaments 
to be proposed, the question is on the 
engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for third reading, and was read the third 
time. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on passage. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, before 

the final vote on passage, I yield myself 
2 minutes on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Before we vote on final 
passage, I want to commend the par
ticipants in this debate for their effective 
presentation of arguments, on all sides. 
I believe we have had a productive dis
cussion of the major issues in the bill. 

Once again, let me thank our chair
man, Senator RANDOLPH, for his fairness, 
his patience, and his deep concern with 
highway matters. He has been the model 
of an effective committee chairman. 

To Senator STAFFORD, the ranking mi
nority member, my renewed thanks for 
his diligence and his cooperation with 
me and my staff. The Senator from Ver
mont has been an effective partner with 
me on this and other legislation, and 
even when we have differed, he has been 
courteous and fair. 

My thanks also to the ranking minor
ity member of the full committee, Sena
tor BAKER and to the other members of 
the Transportation Subcommittee and 
to the staff, whose names are listed in 
my opening statement. 

I believe we have acted responsibly 
here today. We have voluntarily cut back 
our own bill by over 25 percent in au
thorizations and have come out with a 
modest bill, which fills in some of the 
gaps in last year's highway bill and adds 
some other provisions directly to energy 
conservation. 

If we have some cooperation from the 
other body, I believe we can enact this 
bill this year. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I yield 

2 minutes of my time on the bill to Sen
ator BAKER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee is recognized for 2 
minutes. 
~ Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I com
mend the distinguished manager of the 
bill (Mr. BENTSEN), the distinguished 
ranking minority member <Mr. STAF
FORD) , and the distinguished chairman 
of the full committee (Mr. RANDOLPH). 

I express my regret that it was not 
possible for me to be here as most of the 
amendments were disposed of. The bill 
was brought up today by unanimous con
sent, with my full foreknowledge and 
agreement, notwithstanding that it was 
necessary for me to be out of the city 
to keep a speaking engagement of long 
standing. 

Mr. President, the Federal-Aid High
way Amendments of 1974, S. 3934, sup
plements and clarifies the major high
way legislation enacted in 1973. My col
leagues on the Public Works Committee, 
the able chairman of the Transportation 
Subcommittee <Mr. BENTSEN) and the 
distinguished ranking Republican mem
ber of the subcommittee <Mr. STAFFORD), 
have summarized and explained the ma
jor provisions of the bill. I wish only to 
express my general support for the bill, to 
comment on a few specific provisions I 
believe to be important, and to state my 
opposition to the section that permits 
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heavier trucks to use the Interstate Sys
tem. 

I am extremely pleased with the re
sponsible decision not to authorize new 
funds for the ongoing Federal-aid high
way programs at this time. Those of us 
on the Public Works Committee were 
aware, as I am sure are all my colleagues 
in the Senate, that inflation has had a 
particularly severe impact on highway 
construction costs. 

Every month there are significant in
creases in the cost of building any given 
stretch of road. Funds authorized in 
1973 will not finance as many miles of 
highway today as they would have in 
1973. The committee considered increas
ing Federal-aid authorizations for fiscal 
1975 and 1976 in order to maintain the 
programs at the level foreseen in 1973 
and to expedite work on the Interstate 
System. 

No member of the committee doubted 
the value of these objectives, but because 
of the overriding need to control Federal 
spending as one means of arresting infla
tion, and because of uncertainty as to 
the impact of the Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 in the release of highway 
construction funds withheld in prior 
years, the committee believed it best to 
refrain from adding new authorizations 
for the Federal-aid highway systems. 

The bill as reported contains authori
zations for $716,610,000. This amount has 
now been reduced to less than $550,000,-
000. It includes funds for the highway 
beautification program, which needs 
funds if the program is to proceed, for 
emergency replacement of bridges pro
viding the only access to the Florida 
Keys, for increasing the general bridge 
replacement authorizations, and for mis
cellaneous smaller programs where needs 
have been identified since enactment of 
the 1973 legislation. 

Mr. President, at this point I would 
like to call attention to two sections of 
S. 3934 which while not major provi
sions, are important. In 1973 the Senate 
included a provision in its highway leg
islation to fund all parkways out of the 
Highway Trust Fund. This change was 
intended to increase the amount of au
thorized funds actually being used to 
construct parkways, some of which have 
been authorized for decades and are still 
only partially completed. 

In my own State, construction of por
tions of the Natchez Tract Parkway, a 
road which ultimately will stretch 443 
miles through three States, and of the 
Foothills Parkway, is dependent upon the 
availability of funds already authorized 
for parkway construction. 

The 1973 Senate provision was changed 
in conference so that only certain park
ways would receive Highway Trust Fund 
moneys. The resulting scheme has made 
administration of the parkway program 
difficult and has delayed, rather than 
expedited, the program. 

For this reason, S. 3934 includes the 
Senate language from 1973, providing 
once again that all parkways be financed 
from the trust fund. The committee ex
pects that this change will make more 
readily available adequate funds with 
which to carry out parkway projects al
ready authorized by Congress. 

I would also like to call attention to 
section 108 of S. 3934, which conditions 
approval of State highway programs by 
the Secretary of Transportation on an 
annual certification by the State that the 
State's own vehicle size and weight laws 
are being enforced. 

Oversized and overweight trucks pose 
safety and highway maintenance prob
lems of substantial magnitude. Once a 
State has determined a reasonable size 
and weight limitation, based on condi
tions in that State, the Federal Govern
ment, which now contributes 70 percent 
of the cost of constructing any nonin
terstate Federal-aid highway, has an in
interest in seeing that its investment is 
protected by adequate enforcement of 
State laws. 

A State which cannnot demonstrate to 
the Secretary's satisfaction that its size 
and weight laws are being enforced, 
either by the State itself or a political 
subdivision, will not receive approval of 
the highway program for that Federal
aid system where enforcement is lax. 

I believe this is an important measure 
which will encourage States to undertake 
more effective measures to protect its 
own, and the Federal Government's, 
substantial investment in good roads. 

Mr. President, this brings me to the 
issue of the increase in weights of ve
hicles permitted to use the Interstate 
System. I know that the increases con
tained in the committee's bill are labeled 
by their proponents as modest. I also 
know that the axle weight increases pro
posed are estimated to reduce the re
maining life of existing highways by 
anywhere from 20 to 40 percent, accord
ing to testimony from the Association of 
State Highway and Transportation of
ficials. This to me is not a modest price 
to pay for the weight increase. 

I agree with the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. STAFFORD) that the proposed in
crease will not be the last we hear from 
those promoting increased efficiency and 
economy in the trucking industry. If the 
higher axle weight limits, now adopted 
by the Senate, become law, the pressure 
will increase to raise the gross weight 
limits above the 80,000 pounds in the bill. 
Heavier trucks will eventually, if not im
mediately, mean bigger trucks. And if 
history is any guide, we know that the 
new Federal maximums will become the 
effective maximum in every State cur
rently below the proposed new limits. For 
those of us who are concerned about the 
presence of bigger, heavier trucks on our 
highways, the amendment by the rank
ing member of the Transportation Sub
committee would have offered the surest 
way to limit further vehicle weight and 
size increases. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to state 
my personal support for the amendment 
that was offered by the junior Senator 
from ew York <Mr. BucKLEY) prohibit
ing Federal regulations requiring seat
belt ignition interlock or buzzer devices 
in automobiles. 

We are all aware of the numerous com
plaints of malfunctioning systems which, 
in themselves, pose safety hazards. It is 
certainly true, also, that the interlock 
and buzzer systems have been perceived 
by a substantial portion of the American 

public as an unacceptable violation by 
Government of a personal freedom, al
beit a freedom to foolishly disregard per
sonal safety. 

I believe the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New York and the Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON) was a rea
sonable approach which would not preju
dice further research ir4to and develop
ment of technology which could produce 
great savings in terms of lives and in
juries. The amendment did, however, re
spond to the concerns of the American 
consumer that the Federal Government 
is intervening in decisions more appro
priately left to personal choice. 

Mr. President, this bill is the product 
of extensive hearings and deliberations 
by members of the Public Works Com
mittee. The leadership of the chairman 
of the Transportation Subcommittee 
(Mr. BENTSEN) was outstanding. He has 
shown initiative in identifying needs and 
problem areas, and persistence in finding 
solutions. The ranking Republican on the 
subcommittee <Mr. STAFFORD) has con
tributed to the development of this bill 
by his creativity and diligence in dealing 
with the issues before us. The chairman 
of the full committee, the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. RAN
DOLPH), provided the sensitive leadership 
which continues to make working on the 
Public Works Committee rewarding, and 
produces legislation which bears the im
print of all the members of the com
mittee. 

The bill, S. 3934, is a responsible and 
modest one which meets the needs of the 
highway program in this interim period 
between major highway legislation, and 
I urge its adoption by the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 
yield me 15 minutes? [Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield back his time? 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I ask 
for the regular order on the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The regu
lar order has been called for. 

All time has been yielded back. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I yield 

back all my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has been yielded back, and the question 
is, shall the bill pass? The yeas and nays 
have been ordered and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from AlaSka (Mr. GRA
VEL), the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
HASKELL), and the Senator from Hawaii 
<Mr. INOUYE) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT), the 
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. HuM
PHREY), and the Senator from Georgia 
<Mr. TALMADGE) are absent on official bus
iness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Sena·tor from Alaska <Mr. 
GRAVEL), the Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. HASKELL), the Senator from Illi
nois <Mr. PERCY), ·and the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. HuMPHREY) would each 
vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN: I announce that the 
Senator from Utah <Mr. BENNETT), the 
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Senator from Kentucky <Mr. CooK), the 
Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. CoT
TON) , the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
DOMINICK) , the Senator from Arizona 
<Mr. GOLDWATER), and the Senator from 
North Carolina <Mr. HELMS) are neces
sarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Hawaii <Mr. FoNG) and the Senator from 
Dlinois <Mr. PERCY) are absent on omcial 
business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON) is absent 
due to illness. 

The result was announced-yeas 85, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[No. 394 Leg.] 
YEAS-85 

Abourezk Fannin 
Aiken GritHn 
Allen Gurney 
Baker Hansen 
Bartlett Hart 
Bayh Hartke 
Beall Hatfield 
Bentsen Hathaway 
Bible Hollings 
Eiden Hruska 
Brock Huddleston 
Brooke Hughes 
Buckley Jackson 
Burdick Javits 
Byrd, Johnston 

Harry F., Jr. Kennedy 
Byrd, Robert C. Long 
Cannon Magnuson 
case Mansfield 
Chiles Mat hias 
Church McClellan 
Clark McClure 
Cranston McGee 
Curtis McGovern 
Dole Mcint yre 
Domenici Metcalf 
Eagleton Metzenbaum 
Eastland Mondale 
Ervin Montoya 

Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pas.tore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Scott, Hugh 
Scott, 

WllliamL. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Taft 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Welcker 
Wllliams 
Young 

NAYS-0 

NOT VOTING-15 
Bellm on 
Bennett 
cook 
Cotton 
Dominick 

Fang 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 
Gravel 
Haskell 

So the bill <S. 3934) 
follows: 

s. 3934 

Helms 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Percy 
Talmadge 

was passed, as 

An act to authorize appropriations for the 
construction of certain highways in accord
ance with title 23 of the United States 
Code, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act 
may be cited fl!S the "Federal-Aid Highway 
Amendments of 1974". 

PARKWAYS 

SEc. 101. Paragraph (8) of subsection (a) 
of section 104 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1973 is amended to read as follows: 

"(8) For parkways, out of the Highway 
Trust Fund, $60,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1974, $75,000,000 for the fiscal 
year endtng June 30, 1975, and $75,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976.". 

INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS AND BRIDGES 

SEc. 102. (a) Paragraph (9) of subsection 
(a) of section 104 of the Federal-Aid High
way Act of 1973 is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(9) For Indian reservation roads and 
bridges, $83,000,000 for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1974, $84,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1975, and $83,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976.". 

(b) The definition of the term "Indian 
reservation roads and bridges" in subsection 
(a) of section 101 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"The term 'Indian reservation roads and 
bridges' means roads and bridges, including 
roads and bridges on the Federal-aid systems, 
that are located within or provide access to 
an Indian reservation or Indian trust land or 
restricted Indian land which is not subject to 
fee title alienation without the approval of 
the Federal Government, or Indian and 
Alaska Native villages, groups, or communi
ties in which Indians and Alaskan Natives 
reside, whom the Secretary of the Interior 
has determined are eligible for services gen
erally available to Indians under Federal laws 
specifically applicable to Indians.". 

(c) Section 208 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by relettering subsections 
(c) and (d) as (d) and (e), respectively, and 
adding a. new subsection (c) as follows: 

" (c) Before approving as a project on an 
Indian reservation road or bridge any proj
ect on a Federal-aid system in a State, the 
Secretary must determine that obligation of 
funds for such pro.1ect is supplementary to 
and not in lieu of the obligation, for projects 
on Indian reservation roads and bridges, of a 
fa ir and equitable share of funds appor
tioned to such State under section 104 of 
this title." 

(d) No funds appropriated under the ex
panded definition of this section shall be ex
pended without the formal consent of the 
governing body of the tribe band or group of 
Indians or Alaskan Natives for whose use the 
Indian reservation roads and bridges are 
intended. 

RURAL HIGHWAY PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

SEc. 103. Section 147 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1973 is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(a) To encourage the development, im
provement, and use of public mass trans
portation systems operating vehicles on 
highways for transportation of passengers 
within rural areas and small urban areas, 
and between such areas and urbanized areas, 
in order to enhance access of rural popula
tions to employment, health care, retail cen
ters, education, and public services, there are 
authorized to be appropriated $15,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and 
$60,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1976, of which $50,000,000 shall be out of the 
Highway Trust Fund, to the Secretary of 
Transportation to carry out demonstration 
projects for public mass transportation on 
highways in rural areas and small urban 
areas. Projects eligible for Federal funds un
der this section shall include highway traf
fic control devices, the construction of pas
senger loading areas and facl11ties, including 
shelters, fringe and transportation corridor 
parking facl11ties to serve bus and other 
public mass transportation passengers, the 
purchase of passenger equipment other than 
rolling stock for fixed rail, and the payment 
from the General Fund for operating ex
penses incurred as a result of providing such 
service. To the extent intercity bus service ls 
provided under the program, preference shall 
be given to private bus operators who law
fUlly have provided rural highway passenger 
transportation over the routes or within the 
general area of the demonstration project. 

"(b) Prior to the obligation of any funds 
for a demonstration project under this sec
tion, the Secretary shall provide for public 
notice of any appUcation for funds under 
this section which notice shall include the 
name of the applicant and the area to be 
served. Within sixty days thereafter, a public 
hearing on the project shall be held within 
the proposed service area.." 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT-RAILROAD
EaG~AY CROSSING 

SEc. 104. Section 163 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1973 is amended by reletter
ing subsection (a) as paragraph (a} (1) and 
adding the following new paragraph: 

"(2) The Secretary of Transportation shall 
enter into such arrangements as may be nec
essary to carry out an engineering and fea
sibil1ty study for a demonstration project 
in Lafayette, Indiana, for relocation of rail
road lines from the central area of the city. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this paragraph $360,000 fo the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1975." 

TRANSPORTATION FOR ELDERLY AND HANDI
CAPPED PERSONS 

SEc. 105. (a) It is hereby declared to be 
the national policy that elderly and handi
capped persons have the same right as other 
persons to utilize mass transportation facili
ties and services; that special efforts shall be 
made in the planning, design, construction, 
and operation of mass transportation facili
ties and services so that the availabUlty to 
elderly and handicapped persons of mass 
transportation which they can effectively 
utilize will be assured; and that all Federal 
programs offering assistance for mass trans
portation (including the programs under 
title 23, United States Code, the Fedet'al Aid 
Highway Act of 1973, and this Act) effectively 
implement this policy. 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 165 of the 
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 
282) is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) The Secretary of Transportation shall 
require that projects receiving Federal 
financial assistance under (1) subsection (a) 
or (c) of section 142 of title 23, United States 
Code, (2) paragraph (4) of subsection (e) of 
section 103, title 23, United States Code, or 
(3} section 147 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1973 shall be planned, designed, con
structed, and operated to allow effective util
ization by elderly or handicapped persons 
who, by reason of illness, injury, age, con
genital malfunction, or other permanent or 
temporary incapacity or dtsability, including 
those who are nonambulatory wheelchair
bound and those with semiambulatory capa
bilities, are unable without special facilities 
or special planning or design to utilize such 
facilities and services effectively. The Secre
tary shall not approve any program or project 
to which this section applies which does not 
comply with the provisions of this subsection 
requiring access to public mass transporta
tion facilities, equipment, and services for 
elderly or handicapped persons." 

VEHICLE SIZES AND WEIGHTS 

SEc. 106. Section 127 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended. by striking out 
"eighteen thousand pounds carried on any 
one axle, or with a tandem-axle weight in ex
cess of thirty-two thousand pounds, or with 
an overall gross weight in excess of seventy
three thousand two hundred and eighty 
pounds," and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: "twenty thousand pounds carried 
on any one axle, including all enforcement 
tolerances; ten thousand pounds on the 
steering axle of any truck tractor, including 
all enforcement tolerances; or with a tan
dem-axle weight in excess of thirty-four 
thousand pounds, including all enforcement 
t olerances; or with an overall gross weight 
on a group of two or more consecutive axles 
produced by application of the following 
formula: 

W=soo(;~1+12N+36) 
where W =overall gross weight on any group 
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of two or more consecutive axles to the 
nearest 500 pounds, L=distance in feet be
tween the extreme of any group of two or 
more consecutive axles, and N=number of 
axles in group under consideration, except 
that two consecutive sets of tandem axles 
may carry a gross load of 34,000 pounds each 
providing the overall distance between the 
first and last axles of such consecutive sets 
of tandem axles is thirty-six feet or more: 
Provided, That such overall gross weight 
may not exceed eighty thousand pounds, in
cluding all enforcement tolerances,". 

STATE ENFORCEMENT 

SEc. 107. Section 127 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by adding an (a) 
before the first paragraph and a new subsec
tion (b) as follows: 

"(b) The Secretary shall require each State 
to certify annually that existing State law 
respecting maximum vehicle sizes and 
weights permitted on the Federal-aid pri
mary, the Federal-aid urban system, and 
the Federal-aid secondary system in each 
State is being enforced by such State. The 
Secretary shall not approve programs for 
projects on any such system in any State 
until he has received certification satisfac
tory to him that such laws are being enforced 
on such system.". 

ALASKA FER~Y OPERATIONS 

SEc. 108. Paragraph (5) of subsection (g) 
of section 129 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(5) Such ferry may be operated only 
within the State (including the islands which 
comprise the State of Hawaii) or between 
adjoining States. Except with respect to 
operations between the islands which com
prise the State of Hawaii and operations be
tween any two points in Alaska and be
tween Alaska and Washington, including 
stops at appropriate points in the Dominion 
of Canada, no part of such ferry operation 
shall be in any foreign or international 
waters.". 

CONTROL OF OUTDOOR ADVERTISING 

SEc. 109. (a) The first sentence of subsec
tion (b) of section 131 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
"main traveled way of the system," the fol
lowing: "and Federal-aid highway funds ap
portioned on or after January 1, 1975, or 
after the expiration of the next regular ses
sion of the State legislature, whichever is 
later, to any State which the Secretary de
termines has not made provision for effective 
control of the erection and maintenance 
along the Interr.tate System and the primary 
system of those additional outdoor advertis
ing signs, displays, and devices which are 
more than six hundred and sixty feet off the 
nearest edge of the right-of-way, and legible 
from the main traveled way of the system,". 

(b) Subsection (c) of section 131 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(c) Effective control means that such 
signs, displays, or devices after January 1, 
1968, if located within six hundred and sixty 
feet of the right-of-way and, on or after 
July 1, 1975, or after the expiration of the 
next regular session of the State legislature, 
whichever is later, if located beyond six hun
dred and sixty feet of the right-of-way, and 
leg.tble from the main traveled way of the 
system, shall, pursuant to this section, be 
limited to ( 1) directional and official signs 
and notices, which signs and notices shall 
include, but not be limited to, signs and 
notices pertaining to natural wonders, scenic 
and historical attractions, which are required 
or authorized by law, which shall conform 
to national standards hereby authorized to 
be promulgated by the Secretary hereunder, 
which standards shall contain provisions 
concerning lighting, size, number, and spac
ing of signs, and such other requirements as 

may be appropriate to implement this sec
tion, (2) signs, displays, and devices adver
tising the sale or lease of property upon 
whioh they are located, (3) signs, displays, 
and devices advertising activities conducted 
on the property on which they are located, 
and (4) signs lawfully in existence on Oc
tober 22, 1965, determined by the State, sub
ject to the approval of the Secretary, to be 
landmark signs, including signs on farm 
structures or natural surfaces, of historic or 
artistic significance the preservation of which 
would be consistent with the purposes of 
this section." 

(c) Subsection (d) of section 131 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended by strik
ing out the first sentence thereof and insert
ing the following in lieu thereof: 

"In order to promote the reasonable, or
derly, and effective display of outdoor adver
tising while remaining consistent with the 
purposes of this section, signs, displays, and 
devices whose size, lighting, and spacing, 
consistent with customary use is to be deter
mined by agreement between the several 
States and the Secretary, may be erected and 
maintained within areas adjacent to the 
Interstate and primary systems which are 
zoned industrial or commercial under au
thority of State law, or in unzoned commer
cial or industrial areas as may be determined 
by agreement between the several States and 
the Secretary." 

(d) Subsection (e) of section 131 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 

" (e) Any nonconforming sign under State 
law enacted to comply with this section shall 
be removed no later than the end of the fifth 
year after it becomes nonconforming, except 
as determined by the Secretary.'' 

(e) Subsection (f) of section 131 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended by in
serting the following after the first sentence: 
"The Secretary may also, in consultation 
with the States, provide within the rights
of-way of the primary system for areas 1n 
which signs, displays, and devices giving 
specific information in the interest of the 
traveling public may be erected and 
maintained.'' 

(f) Subsection (g) of section 131 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended by strik
ing out the first sentence and inserting the 
following in lieu thereof: 

"Just compensation shall be paid upon the 
removal of any outdoor advertising sign, dis
play, or device lawfully erected under State 
law prior to the date of enactment of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Amendments of 1974." 

(g) Subsection (i) of section 131 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(i) In order to provide information in the 
specific interest of the traveling public, the 
State highway departments are authorized 
to maintain maps and to permit information 
directories and advertising pamphlets to be 
made available at safety rest areas. Subject 
to the approval of the Secretary, a State may 
also establish information centers at safety 
rest areas and other travel information sys
tems within the rights-of-way for the pur
pose of inforining the public of places of 
interest within the State and providing such 
other information as a State may consider 
desirable. The Federal share of the cost of 
establishing such information centers and 
travel information systems shall be 75 per 
centum.'' 

(h) Subsection (m) of section 131 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(m) There is authorized to be appor-
tioned to carry out the provisions of this 

section, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, not to exceed 
$20,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1966 
and 1967, not to exceed $2,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1970, not to exceed $27,000,000 

for the fiscal year 1971, not to exceed 
$20,500,000 for the fiscal year 1972, and not 
to exceed $50,000,000 for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1973, and, out of the Highway 
Trust Fund, $65,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1975, and $65,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1976: Provtded, 
That beginning July 1, 1974, no more than 
20 per centum of funds obligated in any 
fiscal year shall be obligated for projects 
under subsection (i) of this section. The pro
visions of this chapter relating to the obliga
tion, period of availability, and expenditure 
of Federal-aid primary highway funds shall 
apply to the funds authorized to be appro
priated to carry out this section after 
June 30, 1967.'' 

CONTROL OF JUNKYARDS 

SEc. 110. (a) Subsection (j) of section 136 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended 
by striking out the first sentence and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: 

"(j) Just compensation shall be paid the 
owner for the relocation, removal, or dis
posal of jun.kyards lawfully in existence 
at the effective date of State legislation en
acted to comply with this section." 

(b) Subsection (m) of section 136 of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(m) There is authorized to be appro
priated to carry out this section of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated not to exceed $20,000,000 for each 
of the fiscal years 1966 and 1967, not to 
exceed $3,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1970, 
1971, and 1972, not to exceed $5,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and, 
out of Highway Trust Funds, not to exceed 
$15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1975, and $15,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1976. The provisions of this 
chapter relating to the obligation, period of 
availability, and expenditure of Federal-aid 
primary highway funds shall apply to the 
funds authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section after June 3, 1967." 

RESEARCH AND PLANNING 

SEc. 111. Subsection (a) of section 307 of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out "and traffic conditions," and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 
"traffic conditions, beautification, roadside 
development, and scenic enhancement,". 

LANDSCAPING AND SCENIC ENHANCEMENT 

SEc. 112. There are authorized to be appro
priated for the purpose of carrying out sec
tion 319 (b) of title 23, United States Code 
(relating to landscaping and scenic en
hancement), out of the Highway Trust 
Fund, $15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1975, and $15,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 3, 1976. 

SPECIAL BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROGRAM 

SEc. 113. Subsection (e) of section 144 of 
title 23, United Sta,tes Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(e) For the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of this section, there are hereby 
authorized to be appropriated out of the 
Highway Trust Fund $100,000,000 for the 
.fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, $150,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1973, $125,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1974, $125,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1975, and $125,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 3, 1976, to be 
available until expended. Such funds shall 
beavailable for obligation at the beginning 
of the fiscal year for which authorized in the 
same manner and to the same extent as if 
such funds were apportioned under this 
chapter.". 

UNIFORM NATIONAL SPEED LIMIT 

SEc. 114. (a) Chapter 1 of title 23 of the 
United States Code, relating to highways, 1s 
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amended by inserting at the end thereof a 
new section as follows: 
"§ 154. National maximum speed limit 

"(a) The Secretary of Transportation 
shall not approve any project under section 
106 in any State which has (1) a maximum 
speed limit on any public highway within its 
jurisdiction in excess of fifty-five miles per 
hour, or (2) a speed limit on any other por
tion of a public highway within its juris
diction which is not uniformly applicable to 
all types of motor vehicles using such por
tion of highway, if on November 1, 1973, 
such portion of highway had a speed limit 
which was uniformly applicable to all types 
of motor vehicles using it. A lower speed 
limit may be established for any vehicle op
erating under a special permit because of 
any weight or dimension of such vehicle, in
cluding any load thereon. Clause (2) of this 
subsection shall not apply to any portion of 
a htghway during such time that the condi
tion of the highway, weather, an accident, 
or other condition creates a temporary 
hazard to the safety of trafiic on such por
tion of a highway. 

"(b) As used in this section the term 
•motor vehicle' means any vehicle drtven or 
drawn by mechanical power manufactured 
primarily for use on public highways, except 
any vehicle operated exclusively on a ran or 
rails. 

"(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 120 sums apportioned to any State 
under section 104 shall be available to pay 
the entire cost of any modification of the 
signing of the Federal-aid highways for 
which such sums are apportioned within such 
State due to a reduction in speed limits to 
conserve fuel if such change in signing oc
curs or has occurred after November 1, 1973. 

"(d) The requirements of this section shall 
be deemed complied wtth by administrative 
action lawfully taken by the Governor or 
other appropriate State ofiicial that complies 
with this section." 

(b) The analysis of such chapter 1 is 
amended by inserting at the end thereof 
the following: 
"154. National maximum speed limit.". 

(c) Section 2 of the Emergency Highway 
Energy Conservation Act is repealed. 

ACCESS ROADS TO FEDERAL LAKES 

SEc. 116. (a) Chapter 1 of title 23 of the 
United States Code is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 
"§ 155. Access highways to public recreation 

"(a) There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated out of any moneys in the Treas
ury not otherwise appropriated $10,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and 
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1976, for the construction or reconstruction 
of access highways to public recreation areas 
on Federal lakes in order to accommodate 
present and future high trafiic density. The 
Secretary shall develop guidelines and stand
ards for the designation of routes and the 
allocation of funds for the purpose of this 
section which shall include the following 
criteria: 

" ( 1) Routes designated by the Secretary 
shall not extend beyond 20 miles from the 
recreation area. 

"(2) The designation of routes under this 
section shall comply with section 138 of 
this title. 

"(3) Routes shall be designated by the 
Secretary on the recommendation of the 
State and responsible local ofiicials. 

" (b) The Federal share payable on ac
count of any project authorized pursuant 
to this section shall not exceed 50 per cen
tum of the cost of construction or recon
struction of such project. 

"(c) Any highway not part of the Fed
eral-aid system when constructed or re
constructed pursuant to this section shall 

thereafter be part of the Federal-aid sec
ondary system except as otherwise provided 
pursuant to this section. 

" (d) For the purpose of this section the 
term 'Federal lake' means a lake constructed 
by the Corps of Engineers, Department of the 
Army, or the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
or the Bureau of Reclamation, Department 
of the Interior, or a multipurpose lake con
structed with the assistance of the Soil Con
servation Service, Department of Agricul
ture." 

(b) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23 
of the United States Code is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 
"156. Access highways to public recreation 

areas on Federal Lakes." 
SEc. 116. Section 207 of title 23, United 

States Code, is amended by adding the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(e) Parkways and all associated lands 
and rights-of-way funded in whole or part 
from the Highway Trust Fund shall be man
aged solely for scenic and recreational use 
and passenger car travel.". 

NORTHEAST CORRIDOR DEMONSTRATION-RAIL 
CROSSINGS 

SEc. 117. (a) Subsection (a) of section 322 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended 
by inserting at the end thereof the follow
ing: 

"The Secretary may permit selected in
dividual public crossings of unusually low
potential hazard to remain at ground level, 
if they are provided with the best available 
protection." 

(b) Subsections (b) through (f) of sec
tion 322 of title 23, United States Code, are 
redesignated as subsections (c) through (g), 
respectively, and a new subsection (b) is 
inserted as follows: 

"(b) The Federal share of the cost of work, 
either off or on any Federal-aid system, 
under subsection (a) of this section shall be 
90 per centum and the remaining 10 per 
centum of such cost shall be paid by the 
State in which the crossing is located." 

(c) Subsection (d) (as redesignated here
in) of section 322 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by deleting the words 
"such work" wherever they appear and by 
substituting therefor the words "work under 
subsection (c) of this section.". 

(d) Subsection (g) (as redesigne,ted here
in) of section 322 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(g) There are authorized to be appropri
ated from the general fund not ~ exceed 
$22,000,000, and out of the Highway Trust 
Fund such additional sums as are necessary, 
to carry out the provisions of this section 
(exclusive of subsection (f))." 

(e) Section 322 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding the following 
new subsection at the end thereof: 

"(h) In any case where, under an agree
ment made before the date of enactment of 
this subsection, a State pays or has paid the 
railroad's share of the cost of work under 
subsection (a) of this section, the Secretary 
shall pay that State 100 per centum of the 
amount of such costs paid by the State, if 
the highway involved is not on any Federal
aid system." 

OVERSEAS HIGHWAY 

SEc. 118. (a) The Secretary is authorized to 
undertake projects for the reconstruction 
or replacement of bridge structures of a two
lane nature on the Overseas Highway. to Key 
West, Florida. The Federal share payable on 
account of such projects shall not exceed 76 
perecntum of the costs of such reconstruc
tion or replacement. 

(b) There are authorized to be appropri
ated, out of the Highway Trust Fund, not to 
exceed $116,250,000, to carry out such proj
ects. Such sums shall be available until ex
pended: Provided, That of the funds author
ized under this section only $10,000,000 for 

the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and 
$15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1976, can be obligated. 

BIKEWAY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

SEc. 119. (a) For the purpose of this sec
tion the term-

(1) "bikeway" means a bicycle lane or 
path, or support fac111ty, a bicycle trafiic 
control device, a shelter, or a parking fac111ty 
to serve bicycles and persons using bicycles; 

(2) "State" means any one of the fifty 
States, the District of Columbia, or Puerto 
Rico. 

(b) (1) The Secretary is authorized to make 
grants to States for demonstration projects 
for the construction of bikeways. Such bike
ways shall be for commuting and for recrea
tional purposes and shall be located in ur
banized areas and such other urban areas as 
are designated by the State highway depart· 
ment under subsection 103(d) of title 23, 
United States Code. 

(2) The Federal share of any demonstra
tion project for the construction of a. bike
way shall be 80 per centum of the total cost 
of such project. The remaining 20 per 
centum of such cost shall be paid by the 
grantee. 

(3) No grant shall be made under au
thority of this Act unless such bikeway proj
ect is in accordance with continuing com
prehensive transportation planning process 
carried on cooperatively by States and local 
communities in accordance with section 134 
of title 23, United States Code. 

(4) The Secretary shall establish, by reg
ulation, construction standards for bikeway 
projects for which grants are authorized by 
this Act, and shall establish, by regulation, 
such other requirements as may be necessary 
to carry out this Act. 

(c) Grants made under this Act shall be 
in addition to, and not in lieu of, any sums 
available for bicycle projects under section 
217 of title 23, United States Code. 

(d) There are authorized to be appro
priated to the Secretary to carry out this 
section, $10,000,000 out of the Highway Trust 
Fund, and $10,000,000 out of any other money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to remain available until expended. 

TERMINATION OF FEDERAL HIGHWAY 
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS 

SEc. 120. (a) In addition to any procedures 
or remedies established pursuant to any other 
provision of law, the Secretary upon applica
tion of the contractor may terminate, in 
whole or part, a highway construction con
tract, awarded pri01: to November 1, 1973, by 
a Federal agency under title 23, United States 
Code, when the Secretary determines that by 
reason of an unforeseeable, specific Federal 
action a material necessary to the comple
tion of such contract has become and re
mains unavailable at any price during con
struction from a .supplier from whom the 
contraCitor reasonably expected to obtain the 
material at the time of bid opening. 

(b) For the purposes of this section
"termination" occurs when the Secretary, 

pursuant to the power created by the pro
visions of subsection (a) , puts an end to the 
contract otherwise than for its breach. Upon 
termination all obligations which are execu
tory are discharged without penalty and 
without prejudice against the contractor at 
subsequent rebidding of such contract; 

"material" means materials used in the 
construction of highways, including but not 
limited to asphalt, steel, and cement; and 

"Federal action" means any Federal deci
sion, directive, or other regulatory or judicial 
action which directly affects the supply, 
availability, or distribution of highway con
struction materials. 

CARPOOLING 

SEc. 121. Subsection (d) of section 3 of the 
Emergency Highway Energy Conservation 
Act is amended to read as follows: 
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"(d) A project authorized by this section 

shall be subject to, and carried out in ac
cordance with all of the provisions of chap
ter 1 of title 23, United States Code, applica
ble to highway projects, except that the Fed
eral share of such project shall be 90 per 
centum and sh all not exceed $1,000,000 for 
any single project. There are authorized to be 
appropriated out of the Highway Trust Fund 
$15,000,000 for such projects. The Secretary 
shall not approve any project under this sec
tion after December 31, 1975.". 

SEc. 122. The first sentence of subsection 
(c) of section 405 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking the word "and" 
after "crossings," and inserting in lieu there
of the following: "the correction of high
hazard locations, and". 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

I move to lay that motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun

ior Senator from West Virginia is rec
ognized. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
11 A.M. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until the hour of 
11 a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR BARTLETT AND SENATOR 
ROBERT C. BYRD TOMORROW, 
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS, CONSIDERA
TION OF S. 3221, AND TEMPO
RARILY LAYING ASIDE S. 707 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that after the 
two leaders or their designees have been 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

recognized under the standing order on 
tomorrow, Mr. BARTLETT be recognized 
for not to exceed 15 minutes; after which 
the junior Senator from West Virginia be 
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes; 
after which there will be a period for 
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness of not to exceed 15 minutes, with 
statements therein limited to 5 minutes 
each; at the conclusion of which the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar Order 1088, S. 3221, a bill to in
crease the supply of energy in the United 
States from the Outer Continental Shelf; 
and to amend the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act; and that the unfinished 
business, S. 707, be temporarily laid aside 
and remain in a temporarily laid aside 
status until the close of business tomor
row. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM FOR MONDAY, SEPTEM
BER 16, 1974 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate convenes on Monday next it meet 
at the hour of 12 o'clock noon; that after 
the two leaders or their designees have 
been recognized under the standing or
der, the distinguished assistant Republi
can leader be recognized for not to ex
ceed 15 minutes; after which the junior 
Senator from West Virginia be recog
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes; after 
which there be a period for the trans
action of routine morning business of 
not to exceed 15 minutes, with state
ments limited therein to 5 minutes each; 
at the conclusion of which the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the HEW 
appropriation bill, which was reported 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

September 11, 197 4 
QUORUM CALL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

tomorrow the Senate will convene at the 
hour of 11 a.m. After the two leaders or 
their designees have been recognized 
under the standing order, Mr. BARTLETT 
and Mr. RoBERT C. BYRD will be each rec
ognized for not to exceed 15 minutes, 
and in that order, after which there will 
be a period for the transaction of routine 
morning business for not to exceed 15 
minutes, with statements limited therein 
to 5 minutes each, at the conclusion of 
which period the Senate will take up the 
bill S. 3221, a bill to increase the supply 
of energy in the United States from the 
Outer Continental Shelf. 

There may be rollcall votes on amend
ments thereto. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT c: BYRD. Mr. President, 
if there be no further business to come 
before the Senate, I move, in accordance 
with the previous order, that the Senate 
stand in adjournment until 11 a.m. 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 
6:50 p.m. the Senate adjourned until 
tomorrow, Thursday, September 12, 
1974, at 11 a.m. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
ELMER CARTWRIGHT, ARIZONA 

PIONEER 

HON. PAUL J. FANNIN 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, September 11, 1974 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, a fine 
American and a true Arizona pioneer 
was the subject of a recent feature arti
cle in the Arizona Republic. 

The story of Elmer Cartwright is a 
capsule history of the spirit and deter
mination which made Arizona the fine 
State that is it. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
tribute by Reporter Thelma Heatwole be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATE PIONEER HAS "SEEN IT ALL" 
(By Thelma Heatwole) 

Ask Elmer Cartwright 1f he has seen many 
changes in his lifetime and he'll tell you he's 
seen them a.ll. 

"I've seen the ox wagons and I've seen the 
man walk on the moon," he summarizes. 

After all, Cartwright is 96. He was born 
in Phoenix and as far as he knows he is the 
oldest native in the state. 

His parents, the R. J. Cartwrights, came 
to the Valley in 1876, homesteading in the 
area that is now 51st Avenue and Thomas 
When Cartwright's birth was imminent they 
made a concession. So that there would be 
water available, they moved to a one-room 
adobe house on a ditch bank near the pres
ent location of West Phoenix High School. 

The elder Cartwright later brought the 
ditch water from the Grand Canal at Al
hambra to the homestead and the family 
moved back. 

Cartwright, a former cowboy and rancher, 
has lived at his ranch home, 5801 W. Mc
Dowell, since 1908. He got into the cattle 
business when his mother gave him a $5 
gold piece for winning spelling matches at 
the Cartwright School. He used the money 
to buy a steer calf, which he later traded 
for two heifers, taking one to the huge Cart
wright ranch at Seven Springs on Cave 
Creek. He worked at the ranch for 40 years, 
and at one time was part owner with hlS 
brothers of the vast spread. 

Talking about the old days is a favorite 
pastime, especially when longtime old friends 
drop ln. 

"I can remember when I was about two 
years old," he said. "I went with my mother 
to visit a family at Seventh Avenue and 
Roosevelt. Long in the evening I missed my 
mother and was told by older children that 
she had gone off without me. I was whooping 
it up in good shape when I saw her 1n the 
pasture looking at cows. That settled my 
trouble. 

"I wonder how many people know that 
there was an adobe fence built from Five 
Points north on Seventh Avenue and west to 
Grand Avenue. The adobe was made in huge 
blocks in wood forms at the site." 

Few people can remember when there was 
a pasture at Seventh Avenue and Roosevelt, 
but Cartwright's first-hand recollections 
about the old days are legion. 

He attended school in 1884 on the first day 
Cartwright School was in operation. His 
father was a leader in starting the school. 
Today there is a fou,rth generation member 
of the Cartwright family in the Cartwright 
School. 

Cartwright was instrumental in starting 
the Church of Christ in Glendale at 60th 
Avenue and LaMar. He drove the first naU 
and helped construct the church, which he 
still attends three times a week. He reads the 
Bible from his new "giant print" version. 

In his retirement years Cartwright spends 
much of his time 1n wood carving. Two years 
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